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2 The Introduction of the 

H. Graetz^, whicli are inserted as excursuses to their histories 
of the people of Israel. The former, who wi-ote his important 
work in 1863, is necessarily not abreast of the present day 
as to palaeography, but he mentions all the documents re- 
lating to the subject in the Talmudic and patristic litera- 
ture, and offers also valuable suggestions as to the alphabet 
in which the text used by the LXX must have been written, 
judging from the variations which their translation presents 
from the l^fassoretic text. In 1863, the Phoenician inscription 
dedicated to Baal Lebanon^, that of the Moabite stele ^, and 
of the Siloam Pool*, were not yet discovered. For the 
Aramaic, Dr. Herzfeld could only base his argument on the 
characters found in the Carpentras inscription and the Turin 
Papyrus ^. And above all, he could have had no knowledge 
of the early inscriptions in square characters, viz. of the Bene 
Hezir^, and in the synagogue of Kefr Ber'em'', and some 
others. He therefore stands in the infancy of palaeographical 
science, speaking with Ewald of an alphabet brought from 
Egypt by the Hyksos, and maintaining with Saalschiitz that 
the Phoenicians cannot be the inventors of the alphabet, 
because the original names of the letters presuppose an agri- 
cultural tribe, and not a maritime nation, such as the Phoe- 
nicians are known to have been. But, in spite of these 
unavoidable defects. Dr. Herzfeld's essay is still worth study- 
ing, and we can only admire the sagacity brought to bear 
by him upon the subject, even with the imperfect knowledge 



' GescMchte der Juden, II. ii. (Leipzig, 1876), p. 400 sqq. 

' See Corpus Inscriptiomim SemUlcarum (Paris, 1881), part i. No. 5 (p. 22 
sqq.), and our table of the alphabets. 

' See Records of the Past, new series (London, 1889), ii. p. 194, and our table, 
which is the work of the talented Semitic scholar, Prof. Rudolf E. Briinnow. 

* Ibidem, i. p. 168, and our table. 

' See Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum, part ii. pp. 143-148, and our table. 

' See below, p. 17. 

' See Corpus Inscriptionum Hehraicarum, etc., von D. Chwolson (St. 
Petersburg, 1882), p. 87. To this important work Professor Euting of Stras- 
bourg has added facsimiles and an extended table of the various Semitic 
alphabets, which our readers may consult with great benefit. 
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of the development of the Phoenician alphabet which was 
then possessed. 

Dr. Graetz, who wrote in 1876, of course availed himself 
of the discoveries which had then been made in the field 
of Semitic inscriptions, and although the Baal Lebanon 
Phoenician inscription as well as the Teima^ Aramaic one 
was not at his disposal, he follows the right path concerning 
the development of the Hebrew square characters from the 
Aramaic. 

We must not forget to mention Dr. A. Geiger's ^ ' Intro- 
duction to the Biblical Books,' which contains a few valuable 
notes on our subject. 

Before proceeding with our views on the introduction of 
the Hebrew square characters, it may perhaps be useful to 
state how far the Israelites were acquainted with the art 
of writing before the Babylonian captivity. Whatever date 
may be assigned to the Biblical documents, it cannot be 
doubted that the Israelites were acquainted with the art of 
writing from an early period of their social life. It is not 
altogether certain whether books were originally meant by 
the word "iSD, and whether the word 3n3 expressed always 
writing with a pen ^, for it seems that there is a difference 
between the expressions 1SD 7V nna and iBOa ITO. The first 
means writing u^on a Sepher, a tablet most likely, and the 
second writing in a 8eplier, implying a collection of writings, 
whether of tablets or of other material. No substantive of 
the root 3n3 is employed for a book, whether in early or 
later Hebrew, or to denote a professional writer, as is the 
ease with the root "iBD. In a section of the book of Judges * 

' See Corpus Inscripiionum Semiticarum, part ii. p. no, and Stadia Billica, 
i. p. 211. For the Panammu Aramaic inscription, recently noticed by Pro- 
fessor A. H. Sayce {Academy, 7th September, 1889, p. 157), see at the end of 
the essay. 

' NacJigelaasene Schriften, iv. (Berlin, 1876), p. 42 sqq. 

' See Professor Georg Hoffmann's article, LexiJealisches, in the ZeiUcTirift 
fiir alttestamentUche Wissemehafl, edited by Prof. B. Stade, i. p. 335. 

* Judges viii. 14, 

B 3 
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which is indisputably of early origin, we find that ' Gideon 
caught a young man of the men of Succoth, and enquired 
of him : and wrote down for him the princes of Succoth and 
the elders thereof Thus writing was current even amongst 
other classes than professional men. In the time of Samuel 
books were already written. We read there ^ ' Then Samuel 
told the people the manner of the kingdom, and wrote it 
in the book and laid it up before the Lord.' At the court 
of David the offices of a recorder and a scribe are mentioned 
as existing '^. We are not willing to enter upon a discussion 
about the date of the composition of the Pentateuch and of 
the book of Joshua, but the mention in these of the written 
books of ' Jashar ^ ' and ' the Wars of the Lord * ' is sufficient 
for our purpose. One has only to open a Hebrew concordance 
of the Bible at the word 3n3 ' to write,' in order to see how 
frequently this word occurs in Scripture, from which the con- 
clusion may be drawn that the art of writing was freely 
practised by the Israelites, at least amongst the higher class 
of them. 

We may perhaps be allowed to quote a verse of the 
prophet Hosea, which seems not to be preserved in its original 
form. He says, in the name of God ^, according to the A. V. : 
' I have written to him the great things of my law, hut they 
were counted as a strange thing.' The R. V. translates, 
' Though I write for him my law in ten thousand precepts', 
and on the margin, ' I wrote for him the ten thousand things 
of my law,' following the Q'ri 13-) instead of ''an. The 
LXX translates as follows: Ka-raypa>\r{a avriS ■nXrfio's, (cat to. 
voiMifxa avTov. The Targum and the Syriac version have 
both ' a multitude.' We believe that if an emendation has 
to be made, it ought to be that proposed by eminent scholars, 
such as Newcome, Graf, Kuenen, and M. J. Halevy '^, viz. nm 
instead of m, ' words of my law,' words having the meaning 

' I Sam. i. 25. 2 2 Sam. xx. 24, 25. ' Joshua x. 13. 

* Numbers xxi. 14. 5 jjogea viii. 12. 

" See the various readings in the Variorum Bible (2nd ed.), a. I. 
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here of 'commandments,' which are called elsewhere lD''"im 
' words ^.' But for our purpose it will prove in any case that 
something of the law was written down for the nation in the 
time of Hosea. 

We know that the neighbouring nations were at the time 
of David far advanced in the art of writing. The Phoe- 
nicians had already disseminated their alphabet throughout 
the greater part of the world, the Assyrian libraries were 
already filled with brick tablets and cylinders on which all 
kinds of records were written down in the cuneiform characters, 
in which a large correspondence was discovered lately at Tel 
el-Amarna, written about 1400 B. c, and in which refer- 
ence is made to Palestinian cities ^- Moreover, the kings of 
Aram sent letters to the kings of IsraeP- King Mesha's 
inscription* of thirty-four lines shows clearly that in the 
ninth century B. c. the Moabites were acquainted with the 
art of writing. This inscription is written in characters 
slightly differing from those employed by the Phoenicians 
in the Baal Lebanon fragment ® ; they must have been in 
use amongst the Moabites some time before the ninth 
century, for a people scarcely begins writing with a text of 
thirty-foiir lines. 

That the Israelites, so familiar with the art of writing, 
also used a kind of Phoenician script, at least as early as the 
time of David, was generally admitted^, chiefly because of 
the resemblance of the Phoenician alphabet to that found 
on the Maccabean coins. This has now been confirmed by 
the discovery of the Siloam inscription '', the first deciphering 
of which we owe to Professor Sayce. The letters of the 
Siloam text are much nearer those of the Phoenician alphabet 

' Exodus XX. I ; Deuteronomy v. 19. 

^ See Professor Sayce's article in the Transactions of the Victoria Institute, 
Annual Address, 1889. 

'" 2 Kings v. 5, 6. * See note 3 on p. 2. ° See our table. 

" See Gesenius (note 2 on p. i), p. 139 sqq. 

' See above, p. 2 ; also Gutlie in the Zcifschrift der deutsch. morg. 
1882, p. 725. 
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than those of the Jewish coins of the second Temple. It 
is a curious fact, however, that among the monuments of 
the Phoenicians (the supposed inventors of the earliest 
alphabet), which we possess, there is none older than looo- 
900 B. c, while of Jewish monuments the Siloam inscription 
remains unique. The Siloam characters are already more 
cursive than those of the Moabite stele ^, and in characters 
similar to them, but perhaps still more cursive, we have 
to suppose that the book found in the Temple, and those 
carried away by the exiles (if they did so) would have been 
written. 

The Phoenician characters, with more or less modifications, 
were evidently current, for commercial purposes at least, 
about the year 700 b. c, and were used from Egypt to the 
Mediterranean lands, and extending as far as Assyria. The 
latter country, where the cuneiform system of writing con- 
tinued to be employed up to the date of the fall of Nineveh, 
while in Babylonia it was used even so late as the reign 
of Domitian, was obliged to carry on its official corres- 
pondence in Aramaic characters, a modification of the Phoe- 
nician script, when it became master of Aram (Mesopotamia), 
Damascus, Arabia, Palestine, and Egypt. On Assyrian 
weights of 700 B.C. we find Phoenician characters^, and 
Rabshakeh was asked by Eliakim, Shebna and Joash to 
speak Aramaic, which they understood, and not in Yehudiik 
or Hebrew, the language of the common people^. Some 
letters on these Assyrian weights have already undergone 
important modifications from the Baal Lebanon characters 
in the direction of a cursive form. For instance, the daleth 
is already open at the top, like that of the later Aramaic 
monuments in Egypt ; the hetk is more simple, having only 
one horizontal stroke, and thus approaches the Hebrew square 
character ; the yod is the smallest letter ; the lamed is simply 
cursive ; and the ain is also open. Unfortunately there is 
a gap in the Aramaic monuments, between the Assyrian 
' See the table. ^ ihidem,co\. 6. » Isaiah xxxvi. 11. 
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weights and the stele of Saqqarah in Egypt, the date of 
which is only 48a B.C., fifty-four years after the return of 
the exiles from Babylonia. Here the beth and the resh are 
already open ; the he inclined already to the Hebrew square 
form ; the sJdn is but the square form in an undeveloped 
state ; the aleph, although nearer to the old Phoenician form, 
inclines towards that of the Siloam inscription. We can see 
from this short description of the gradual modification of the 
Phoenician letters, according to time and locality, how 
possible it was that in the countries where the Jewish exiles 
were settled, the Phoenician characters might have already 
reached a cursive stage, approaching the so-called square 
character. The letters of the Palmyrene inscriptions, which 
date from 9 B. c, as far as they have been at present dis- 
covered, though they diSer in details, are in all essential 
respects similar to the Hebrew square characters ^. Of course 
there must be earlier inscriptions in Palmyra, which we hope 
may soon come to light. 

Let us now turn to the Jews after their return from exile 
in Babylonia, where they had remained for more than two 
generations. If this space of time was not sufficient to ex- 
tinguish entirely their language, two generations are more 
than enoiTgh for the adoption of the writing of a country, 
in which business was to be carried on. If the Aramaic lan- 
guage had partly modified the Hebrew of the exiles, it is 
certain that the Aramaic writing, which was so similar to 
the Old Hebrew of the Siloam inscription, must have done 
so. When the Jews returned to Jerusalem there was a cor- 
respondence with the court of Artaxerxes, king of Persia, and 
the writing of the letters was in Aramaic characters and in- 
terpreted in the Aramaic tongue^, (A.V. has in the Syrian 
tongue, which comes to the same thing.) This is, however, 
no proof that the Jews had forgotten altogether their old 
writing, but from this passage it is evident that the official 

1 See the table; aho De Vogu^, Syrie Centrale, p. 3. 
' Ezra iv. 7. 
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correspondence with the Persian court was carried on in the 
Aramaic tongue and in Aramaic characters ; and many of 
those who returned fi'om exile may have known both. The 
book of the Law, out of which Ezra read before the congrega- 
tion \ and from which copies were made, might consequently 
have been written : 1st, either in the old Hebrew letters, similar 
to those found on the Maccabean coins ; and, or in Aramaic 
characters, which the exiles brought back with them from Baby- 
lonia ; 3rd, or in both forms of writing, for the benefit alike of 
the Babylonian Jews, a great number of whom settled in the 
country, as well as of the Jews who had remained in Palestine 
and could only read the old Hebrew script. We incline to 
the last hypothesis, for it is certain that the Jews who re- 
mained in Babylonia must have needed a copy of the Law 
in their own mode of writing, if they had to read it in their 
synagogues, and interpret it in their schools. And Ezra or 
his immediate successors must surely have taken care that the 
Law should not be neglected out of the Holy Land. 

The Talmudic tradition, to which, however, we cannot 
always allow a historical value, declares that the change of 
characters in writing the text of scripture was made by Ezra. 

On this point we find the following statement in various 
parts of the Talmud ^ : 

'ons pe-^i nniB-K iron xnry ^du nrh r\yr\-y\ ,nntn ^y^pr\ xwhy nay 
ana nitoinn^ inoni B'mpn \fih\ nnic'N ana iaxnc^i? \rh m^a 
Y'N nmy ana ^nd 'xnia nidh i^'n nioinn ind /ms pK-S nnaj? 
'"j? mm \T\vm nitv n\n ^int i»ix 'dv 'i x^jn .rmyyh ana nidh 
DflijNn hv. n^v rwa\ idin nw rwm r\'m imp ^ vhrh''^ W-vi;h 
flN min 1X3 iiDNn n^^v no h^i-a n^j? Nity xm -i»ix xin Nirya 
•\r^hh N'nn nj?a " rm ^nisi idin xin ntj-ca mm f^rh niDxn r\'>'h^ 

* Nehemiah viii. 3. 

^ Bal. Talmud, Sanhedrin. ff. 21b and 2 2«, of which we give the text, being 
the completest. Compare, To.ifllia, Sanhedrin, iv. 7 (ed. Zuokermandel), 
pp.421 and 422 ; PuUstinian (or Jerusalem) Talmud, Megillah i 9 (fol f> 
and c), and partly Sotah, vii. 2 (fol. 21'^). It is useless to give variations, since 
they do not bear upon our thesis. 
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r\H trmi' nnij pan uniy 13 idin Nin Nitya qidse^di cpn oariK 
min nirr^i i6& b"5;k'i dbk'di pin iiNnc^^ noi'h niryi'i vni's •>'' min 
DjiinDi iT'OiN 3in3 pintran nnai nDNja* nnan iti i's; nantjij iti bv 
nisnni hdin 'i Nijn "iwnd dhdj; ni'i;^' nnwN Nip: nDi? . . . n*D"iN 
pn nrnK* [vo }'yn^ ]rh ^sna iKtane' tva i'siE'''i' mm n:m nt anaa 
-irsiN N'a'tJ'-i 3nD3 mtj-iNDB' n^ws ^D6^' xipa nob . . . onl? nnnn 
: ip'iy isa njnu'j si' nt nna ■'viiDn n"t dwd idne' Ntana p k"-i dib'd 

' Mar Zutra (a Babylonian doctor of the fourth century) 
says, and others report it in the name of Mar Uqba (of the 
same date) : " The law was in the first instance given to 
Israel in Ibri characters and in the holy language ; in the 
time of Ezra the law was given a second time in Assyrian 
characters, and in the Aramaic language. Israel chose then 
the Assyrian characters, with the holy language, and left to 
the Idiotes the Ibri writing with the Aramaic language." 
Who are the Idiotes ? R. Hisda (a Babylonian doctor of the 
fourth century) says : the Kuthim, or the Samaritans. What 
is the Ibri writing? The Libunah^ characters.' This passage 
of the Bab. Talmud is continued in the following manner : 
' R. Jose (who lived in the third century) says, " Ezra was 
worthy that the law should have been given through him, 
if Moses had not done it before. In fact, in the case of both 
the expression rhv 'to ascend' is employed. It is said^: 'And 
Moses went up unto God,' and it is said ^, ' This Ezra went up 
from Babylon.' As the going up of Moses was for the sake 
of the law, so it was in the case of Ezra. Indeed it is said 
of Moses*, 'And the Lord commanded me at that time to 
teach you statutes and judgments.' And it is equally said of 
Ezra®, 'For Ezra had prepared his heart to seek the law of 
the Lord; and to do it, and to teach in Israel statutes and 
judgments.' Although the law was not given through Ezra, 
the writing was changed by him, as it is written '', ' The 
writing of the letter was written in Aramaic and with Ara- 

' See below, p. ii. ^ Exodus xix. 3. ' Ezra vii. 6. 

' Deut. iv. 14. " Ezra vii. 10. « Ezi-a iv. 7. 
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maic characters ^"" . . . The passage coatinaes : ' " Why is the 
writing called Ashurith ? Because it came up with them 
from Ashur (Assyria)." Rabbi [Jehudah] (the compiler of the 
Mishnah, who lived i8o a. d.) said: "In the first instance 
the law was given to Israel in Assyrian characters. After 
they had sinned, the characters were changed into Roatz^, 
and when they repented the original characters were given 
back to them . . . Why is it called Ashurit/i ? Because it is 
a straight character, lE'N signifying straigttt." R. Eleazar, 
son of Prata, said in the name of R. Eleazar, of ^Nlodein (who 
lived at the beginning of the second century), the present 
writing has not been changed at all ... ' 

In another passage^, the following saying is reported in 
the name of R. Eliezer, son of Jacob ; he said that three 
prophets went with the exiles to the Holy Land. The one 
gave witness as to the place where the altar stood, and how 
it was shaped; the second gave witness that sacrifices are 
offered even when the Temple is not yet built ; and the third 
affirmed that the law will be written in Assyrian script. 

: nniB^N ananB* niinn b)3 t^rb Tiync nnsi ir-a i^nk' 
In the Mishnah* the Assurith is considered holy and the 
Ibri profane. From these passages it follows that tradition 
was aware of a change undergone by the writing at a remote 
date, and unknown to the rabbis, on account of which they 
attributed it to Ezra. And we shall see that they were 
partially right in their opinion. Of course the sayings of 
Rabbi [Jehudah] and R. Eleazar have no historical value, since 
they only tried to save the antiquity of the Assyrian characters, 
for the sake of orthodoxy. Philo even says that the Assyrian 
characters date from Moses. Origen and Jerome further 

' The ... are in the place of the Biblical verses which are adduced in the 
Talmud, and explained in an Agadio manner for the purpose. 

' See below, p. ii. » Bah. Talmud, Z'babim, fol. (52». 

* Zabim, It. 7. 
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mention that the new characters were introduced by Ezra. 
Finally, the Samaritan chronicle of Ahul-Fatah (written in 
the eleventh century) states that Ezra changed the Ibri charac- 
ters, and introduced twenty-seven letters, which means that it 
attributes to Ezra the five final forms of 3, D, 3, s, and S ^. We 
have seen^ that the Palestinian doctors call the old Ibri 
writing fjn, and the Babylonian Hisdai calls it ''KJU''^. The 
derivation of these two terms remains at present doubtful. 
But we shall not trouble our readers with all the possible 
interpretations of these two words proposed by scholars. We 
believe, with Dr. Hofl'mann^, that the right reading of the 
first word is }'5J^, a variation mentioned by R. Hananel (who 
lived in the tenth century), in his commentary on the 
Talmud *. This reading is perhaps confirmed by Epiphanius, 
who says in his treatise on the twelve stones of the ephod 
(preserved in Latin only), that Ezra brought the Pentateuch, 
which was formerly written 'forma Hebraei deession, quod 
interpretatur "insculptum".' The root }'V^, in Syriac and Ara- 
maic, means to fix in, and hence might not unnaturally be 
used in the sense of engrave; and the old Ibri writing was 
known to the Palestinian doctors of the third century by 
coins alone, since they had little communication with the 
Samaritans, and after all the Samaritan characters had 
already assumed calligraphic forms, introduced by scribes. 
It is most likely that the Babylonian rabbi knew the old 
Ibri characters from inscriptions on bricks, and therefore 
called it Liionai, which means on brick ^. We have seen 
from the Talmud that the square characters are called 
'Assyrian' because the Jews brought them from Assyria. 
The name of Assyi'ia was employed for a long time after the 

' See Herzfeld, op. cit. (note 4 on p. i), p. 77. 

^ See above, p. 9. ' Op. cit. (note 3 on p. 3), p. 335. 

* See Beitrage zur hebrdischen Grammatik im Talmud und Midrasch, von 
Dr. A. Berliner (Berlin, 1879), p. 8. 

' We do not believe that the Babylonian Hisdai knew much about the 
locality n:a'! (Judges xxi. 19), from which Dr. Hoil'mann seeks to explain 
Libnai, op. cit. (note 3 on p. 3), p. 338; 
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fall of the Assyrian empire, in order to denote Mesopotamia. 
Even the King of Persia is called ^ King of Assur. In Greek 
writers^ Assyria is often employed for Aramaic countries, 
which were later called Syria. In fact the name of Syria is 
derived from the name Assyria. Even the system of vowel- 
points employed in the eighth century a. d. in some Eastern 
schools, which are placed above the letters, is termed the 
Assyrian punctuation, whilst the system used by the Western 
school is called the Palestinian punctuation, or that of Tiberias. 
Those rabbis who did not like the idea of the introduction of 
foreign characters into the Bible, explained the traditional 
phrase ' Assyrian writing ' by the word ^tJ'N ' straight.' Epi- 
phanius, in the above-mentioned passage ^ says of the new 
writing, 'haec igitur forma, quam nunc tenent Judaei, vocatur 
SomaJiirenus.' There is clearly here a corruption of the text, 
which can be cleared up only by an examination of the MSS. 
We must now refer to two other statements in the Talmud, 
which have reference to the new species of writing inti'o- 
duced by Ezra. R. Levi (a Palestinian rabbi of the third 
century) says*, in reference to the tables of the Law, that ' if 
they were written in old Ibri characters, the V must have 
stood there by a miracle, and if they were written in Assy- 
rian, the D must have stood there by a miracle.' This has to be 
explained in the following way. The Biblical passage, where it 
is said that ' the tables were written on both their sides, on the 
one side and on the other were they written' (Exodus xxxii. 15), 
is interpreted to mean that the letters when engraved were cut 
through the whole thickness of the stone. Consequently the 
V, which forms on the Maccabean coins a circle or triangle, 
and the D, which has a circular form in later Aramaic, and 
in the Hebrew square writing, when cut through the whole 
thickness of the monument, must have stood in theii- place by 

' Ezra vi. 22. 

» See for the passages Herzfeld, op. cit. (note 4 on p. i), p. 90. The Syrian 
Tatian is called an Assyrian. __ 3 gee above, p. 1 1 . 

* Jer. Talmud, Megillah, i. 9 ns)»D j's minn njn'j ysiS 't^^ imd ^ib i"n 
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a miracle. R. Hisda makes a similar statement^, saying-, 
that if the tables were written in 'Assyrian' writing, the 
final D and the D stood there by a miracle. From the last 
statement we must conclude that the final form of the D, or 
perhaps of all the five letters 3, B, 3, D, and V, was established 
in the third century A. d. We shall, however, find two of 
these final letters on a monument of the first century b. c.^ 

The tradition is thus pretty general that a new form of 
writing was introduced after the exile for copying scripture, 
and the early tradition attributed it to Ezra. Now there 
is no reason why we should not agree with this tradition 
of the rabbis and the early Christian fathers. There is in 
fact nothing else possible, but to admit that the Pentateuch, 
(for this book was the first to be multiplied by copies,) was 
simultaneously written in the old Ibri and in the Aramaic 
characters, before either of them was declared sacred. The 
one once being declared sacred, the other would not have been 
accepted by the schools without prolonged discussion ; and there 
is no trace of such discussions in the early or later schools. 
To say that the old Ibri characters developed gradually into 
the Aramaic ^, a process which would have required scores 
of years, if not centuries, implies an ignorance of the cha- 
racter of the Jews after their return from exUe. They would 
not have exchanged the one form of writing for the other 
when its sanctity had once impressed itself on the mind 
of the nation through its use in transcribing scripture. A 
clear proof of human obstinacy in adhering to a particular 
form of characters when once declared sacred, is that the 
Samaritans, who must surely have been in contact with 
Aramaic writing, still kept to the old characters which long 
use had made them consider sacred, after the modified Aramaic 
characters were already in general use, not only amongst the 
Jews, but amongst the populations of Egypt, Syria, and the 

> Bab. Talmud, Shabbath, fol. 104" D:i nini')2» ^001 do xncn 2^ io« 
j'TDiS vn. 

' See p. 17. ' ^- Geiger, op. cit. (note 2 on p. 3), p. 43. 
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Mediterranean coast. It is therefore very probable that the 
two forms of script were employed simultaneously in the 
Pentateuch until the Maceabean wars, when nearly all the 
copies of it were probably destroyed, and scripture could only 
be restored by means of copies from Mesopotamia and Baby- 
lonia which were written in the Aramaic characters, used 
at the time in these countries and also in Egypt. These 
characters already closely resemble the so-called square letters, 
though in a still undeveloped state, as can be seen from the 
Egyptian papyri of the third and second century, several 
of which bear marks of Hebrew ^ The Jews of the better 
class were now generally acquainted with the Aramaic mode 
of writing, and there was consequently no difficulty in intro- 
ducing it into the synagogues and schools. The Samaritans, 
however, retained their old writing which had become holy 
by long use, and have not admitted a change of characters 
down to our own days. 

As for the other biblical books, we believe that they were 
written in Aramaic characters solely from the beginning, 
since no early use was made of them in the service of the 
Temple, and they were not the object of exegesis in the 
schools of the priests. Most likely the Psalms were recited 
in the Temple, and the lessons from the Prophets were de- 
livered from memory by professional men. This seems to 
us to be the reason why the Samaritans accepted no book of 
Holy Scripture except the Pentateuch, which alone was written 
both in old Ibri and in Aramaic characters. This fact, how- 
ever, would not exclude the possibility that pai-ts of the 
earlier Prophets, of the Psalms and of other records, may 
have been preserved in the old Ibri characters in private 
hands. It is also possible that many apocryphal books were 
not received into the Canon because they were written in 
old Ibri letters ; what other reason ^ could there have been 

' Corpus Inscr. Sem., part ii. pp. 137 and 148 sqq., and our table. See also 
Kbldeke in the Encyclopaedia Sritannica, 9th ed., vol. xxi. p. 647. 

^ The reason given, that it was rejected because it bore the name of the 
author, does not seem plausible. 
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for rejecting the book of Sirach, for instance, which is of 
as early a date as 200 b. c, and contains nothing but ethical 
aphorisms, which are not at variance with any Biblical 
record ? An early Greek translation of it was made by the 
grandson of the author in Egypt, because the Egyptian Jews 
not only knew imperfectly the Hebrew tongue, but perhaps also 
because they could not read the old Ibri character. Thus, instead 
of transcribing it into Aramaic characters^ it was thought pre- 
ferable to make a Greek translation of it for more general use. 
We are inclined to believe that the Septuagint version was 
made from a copy or copies of the Pentateuch, written in 
Aramaic characters as far developed in the direction of the 
square forms as in the Egyptian papyri of 300 to 100 B.C., 
or in the Hebrew inscription of Gezer about 200 b. 0.^ We 
shall not insist upon the frequent confusion between vaw and 
yod, the forms of both being nearly the same, as may be seen 
from the name of nin', written on the margins of the Greek 
translation niFIl ^ Indeed, although it is evident from the 
passage in Matthew ^ that the yod was the smallest letter in 
the time of Christ, and although it is in this form that we 
find it on the Aramaic papyri of Egypt, 100 b. c, as well as 
in the epitaph of the family Hezir, in Jerusalem, about the 
same date, and constantly in the Palmyrene inscriptions of 
9 B. c.*, it is nevertheless almost identical with the 'caw on 
the inscription of the synagogue of Kefr Ber'em in Galilee, 
of the second century A. D. And from the rule, which we find 
in the Talmud as late as the fifth century a.d., that the 
professional scribes of the Pentateuch scrolls must take care 
not to write yod like vaw, it is plain that these two letters 
were still liable to be confused at a very late date ^- 

' See our table of alphabets. 

' Jerome says erroneously that it was written in archaic characters. Sec 
Gesenius, op. cit. (note 3 on p. l), p. 176. 

' Mat. V. 18. * See for all these inscriptions the table of alphabets. 

■• Prof. Graetz, op. cit. (note 2 on p. i), p. 407, concludes that the Gospel of 
St. Matthew must be later than the Kefr Ber'em inscription, which is scarcely 
admissible. 
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We stall pass over the confusion of letters occurring in 
proper names in the Hebrew text and in the Septuagint. 
But when we find, in Gen. xlix. 22, what follows according 
to the A. V. in agreement with the Hebrew text : ' Joseph is a 
fruitful bough (Heb. son), even a fruitful bough (son) by a 
well ; whose branches (Heb. daughters) run over the wall ; ' 
translated in the LXX : Ttoy jjv^Tj^eVos 'Ioxttjc^, t)toy rjv^rjpieVoy 
)i.ov CrjXdiTos, vlos /xot) vedraTos irpos jue dvaaTpe^ov, we have 
to suppose the following text for the latter part of the verse 
(we have not been able to hit upon one for ixov (r^kcaTos) : 
nitr •'bv ''nvvn in instead of ilB' ''bv (read lljfs) mys niJ3. 
Now the confusion between n and n and between 3 and -\ can 
only be explained by the help of advanced Aramaic, as in the 
papyri. In verse 14 where the A. V. renders by ' Issachar is 
a strong ass,' the LXX translate 'laa-a^ap to Ka\6v kiieOv}i.r\a-ev, 
which would represent in Hebrew D13 ^D^ "latJ'tJ''', and if so, 
as the confusion between D and D is only possible in the same 
advanced Aramaic characters, it points to the same conclusion. 
An investigation into the various forms of characters in 
which scripture lay before the Greek translators by the re- 
construction of the text according to their translation would 
certainly clear up many doubts. But any one who would 
undertake this laborious task must bear in mind, that the 
Greek translators, like the Targumists, sometimes followed 
the interpretation current in the schools of the time, so that 
a different translation does not always imply a different text, 
more especially in prophetical passages. 

Of course we must not suppose that the earliest copies 
with square characters were specimens of calligraphic art, 
such as are to be found in our present MSS. We have only 
to look at the following scanty inscriptions which exist 
written in Hebrew square characters; they are (i) that of 
Araq-el-Emir ^ consisting of five letters, which according to a 
photograph read n^aiv or ninij;, and which we believe is of 

' Chwolson, op. cit. (note 7 on p. 2), p. 55, reproduced more exactly from 
a photograph in Dr. Driver's Notes on Samuel, p. xxii. 
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a mucli later date than 350 B. c. as originally supposed. The 
yod has still the ancient form as in the stele of Saqqarah. 
(2) That of Gezer^, probably of the second century B.C., 
in which we read nnenn ' limit of Gezer,' i. e. a Sabbath day's 
journey ^. (3) On the porta triplex at Jerusalem 8, containing 
most probably the following words : JJITii n BDV :n ab ' Caleb 
son of Joseph son of Johanan,' of doubtful date, but certainly 
not earlier than the first century b. c. (4) The epitaph of the 
family of Hezir *, discovered at the entrance to the so-called 
tomb of St. James, containing the following words : I3p[n] nt 
SD .... 3 .... p SDV ''J3 pHV pSJOB' nilH'' ITJJV HiJn "iryi'N^ 3[3]tJ'0ni 
-1-tn ''33D n'Jn '-Ja irv^NI 'this tomb and resting-place is of Eleazar, 
Hanayah, Yoezer, Judah, Simeon, Johanan son of Joseph 
son .... sph and Eleazar sons of Hanayah of the sons of 
Hezir.' The date is supposed to be between the first century 
B. c. and the first half of the first century a. d., probably about 
the first year of the Christian era. Here we find the final 
forms of the nun and pe. (5) The inscription of a royal sar- 
cophagus ■' found in the tombs of the kings, having a Syriac 
inscription with the following words : Nn3PD pS, Zdn, the 
queen, and a Hebrew one sn37D mx, Zdli, the queen ; the date 
assigned to it is the first century a. d. It is perhaps the 
sarcophagus of the queen of Adiabene. (6) An inscription dis- 
covered near Jerusalem^, on a road leading to the so-called 
tomb of the Judges or the Prophets, probably of the first 
century a. d., in which we read the words [iTilJon ^K' ntn 33B'Dn 
' this resting-place of Has[diyah].' 

It is useless to proceed to later texts and to mention the 
inscriptions of the catacombs of Rome, the inscriptions of 
the synagogue of Kefr Ber'em in Galilee, the epitaphs of 
Venosa, and the Babylonian vases, which are all in Hebrew 
characters more or less cursive. But we must not omit to 

1 Chwolson, ibidem, p. 58. '^ Acts i. 12, 

^ Chwolson, ibidem, p. 62. 

* Ibidem, p. 64, or Dr. Driver's Notes on Samuel, p. xxiii. 

* Ibidem, p. 72, ° Ibidem., p. 74. 
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state that the dates of the epitaphs found in the Crimea, 
the earliest of which is dated 6 a. d., are all forgeries, and 
that none of them is earlier than i %$o -^ ; we shall see subse- 
quently that this is the case as regards the dates of some 
Pentateuch scrolls, one of which bears the date of 489 a. d. 

We have seen that the undeveloped forms of the ' square ' 
letters are to be found in the papyri of 400 b. c, and more 
distinctly on the stele of Saqqarah 48a b. c. In the lately 
discovered Aramaic inscriptions of Teima, which are at the 
latest of the fourth century B. c, the square form of the n is 
already met with ^- Thus the new Aramaic writing may 
safely be attributed to Ezra or his immediate successors, and 
be considered as having been simultaneously used along with 
the old Ibri letters, passing out of use after the triumph of 
the Maccabees — except among the Samaritans — for Biblical 
texts. It was at that time when the MSS. of the Pentateuch 
became rare that new copies exclusively in Aramaic characters 
were introduced among the Jews. 

We have a vague statement in the Talmud which refers 
generally to that epoch. It is said ^ that three books (Penta- 
teuchs) were found in the Temple (Azarah), by the majority 
of wliich variations of reading were settled. We learn from 
this how the men who fixed the text of scripture must have 
gone to work. And the fact that the introduction of the 
new writing is not mentioned, indicates that it must have 
been almost universal at the time. The MSS. referred to 
in the passage were destroyed (or had long since perished), 
and their places were taken by new ones. No doubt, the 
same was the case with all MSS. of la,ter date, the new ones 
causing the older ones to disappear. The result of printing 
the Talmud is a striking illustration of this. There is now 
only one complete MS. of it at Munich, and this of eom- 

' See Dr. Harkavy's eas&j, Altjudisclie Denkmaler aus der Krim, in tbe 
Mimoires de V Acadimie Impfriale des Sciences de Si. Pitersbourg, vii« &ine, 
t. xxiv, No. I (1876), p. 168 sqq. 

^ Corp. Insci: Sem., part ii. t. i. p. 107 sqq. 

' Palest. Talmud, Ta'anith, iv. 2. 
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paratively late date. Yet it is certain that at least each 
school belonging to various congregations had a copy of the 
Talmud, while there were also many in private hands. 

After the destruction of the second Temple in the time of 

the Mishnah, there were many copies of the Old Testament 

in existence ; we find, for instance, the mention of glosses in 

a copy made by R. Meir ^, a great doctor and a professional 

scribe. Curiously enough some of these glosses or various 

readings have been lately discovered in a Midrash, compiled 

before 1280 A. d.^, where it is said that they were taken from 

a scroll carried away by the Romans after the capture of 

Jerusalem ^. This is the earliest MS. known of the Law or the 

Pentateuch, though lost like many others, but out of which 

not less than thirty-two variations from our Massoretic text 

are preserved. Josephus, in his description of the triumph 

which Vespasian held at Rome after his capture of Jerusalem, 

says amongst other things * : ' But for those that were taken 

in the Temple of Jerusalem, they made the greatest figure of 

them all : that is the golden table, of the weight of many 

talents ; the candlestick also, that was made of gold, . . . and 

last of all the spoils was carried the law of the Jews.' Towards 

the end of the same chapter he says, that whilst Vespasian 

laid up in the Temple of Peace, as ensigns of his glory, those 

golden vessels and instruments that were taken from the 

Jewish Temple, he gave orders that they should deposit 

their law, and the purple veils of the holy place, in the royal 

palace itself, and keep them there. What was the reason 

that the great conqueror took such care to carry with him a 

copy of the Law, and assign to it such an honourable place, 

1 See the Rev. Isidore Harris's essay, The Uise and tie Development of the 
Massorah, in the Jewish Quarterly Review, vol. i. p. 134. 

' The Midrash is quoted very often by Eaymundus Martini in his Pugio 
fidei, composed in I25'8. See The Mepositor, 1888 (vol. 7), p. 100 sqq. 

» See the essay of Herr A. Epstein, Mn von Titus nach Rom gebraehter 
Pentateuch-Codex und seine Varianten, in the Monatsschrift fur Geschichte 
md Wissenschafl des Jadenthums, 1885, p. 338 sqq. Also 1886, p. 274 sqq. 

* Wars, VII. V. 7. 

C 3 
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whilst Titus, as Josephus mentions ^ presented him with 
many other codices captured by him, and whilst on the other 
hand, as the Talmud relates ^ in a legend, they were destroyed 
and profaned by him and his soldiers ? No doubt it must 
have been a precious copy of the Law to which the Temple 
authorities attached special value, and this copy reached Rome 
about 70 A. D. Of course this precious scroll was destroyed 
with many other treasures of the city of the world tog-ether 
with the vessels of the Jerusalem Temple. This precious MS., 
however, did not always remain in the imperial palace, for it 
was handed over to a synagogue after 220 a. d. In a Mid- 
rash 3, attributed to Rabbi Moses, the preacher, at Narbonne, 
thirty-two variants are mentioned ia the Pentateuch, found 
in the copy of the Law which was taken from Jerusalem to 
Rome and preserved in the synagogue of Asverus. (The 
Aramaic wording of this sentence may claim to be authentic.) 
Before mentioning a few of the most important variations, 
the synagogue of Asverus has to be identified. This has 
been done ingeniously by Herr A. Epstein* in a German 
essay of which we shall reproduce the substance. Asverus 
according to Oriental spelling represents the name of Severus. 
Now there might have been a synagogue at Rome built by a 
proselyte named Severus, although this is improbable, since 
the proselytes received usually Hebrew names. Besides, by 
what influence could a private person obtain a treasure laid 
up in the imperial palace ? But let us see if we cannot find 
traces of an emperor Severus who was friendly to the Jews as 
Julian was. The Palestinian Talmud*^ relates that Antoninus 
obtained information at the school of Rabbi (the editor of the 
Mishnah) about the building of an altar and about preparing 
incense, a fact from which we may conclude that this emperor 
intended to build for the Jews of Rome a place of worship 
similar to that of Jerusalem. This Antoninus has been iden- 



' Vila, 75. 2 ^„j_ Talmud, Gittin, fol. 66^. 

' See above, p. 19, note 2. ' See above, p. 19, note 3. 

^ Megillah, i. 11. 
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tified with very good reason by the eminent historian of the 
Jews, Prof. Graetz^, with Antoninus Alexander Severus. On 
the other hand we may infer from Lampridius ^ that Severus 
was considered a friend of the Jews. Lampridius relates that 
Severus was called at a public feast by men of Alexandria and 
Antiochia ' Archisynagogus and high-priest.' This is perhaps 
a direct allusion to the synagogue built by him with a kind 
of altar in it. To this synagogue the emperor probably trans- 
ferred the precious scroll, out of which the compiler of the 
Midrash reports thirty-two variations, which are now pub- 
lished according to two MSS.^ We shall only mention a few 
striking ones ; some of them are corrupt in the MSS. and 
not intelligible as yet. In Genesis xviii. ai, %% we read, 'And 
the Lord said, Because the cry of Sodom and Gomorrah is 
great, and because their sin is very grievous, I will go down 
now, and see whether they have done altogether according to 
the cry of it, which is come unto me.' The Asverus MS. 
reads Dnpjisan 'their cry,' which is parallel to 'their sin' in 
the previous verse. Indeed the Septuagint translates Kpavyr]v 
avT&v and so also the Aramaic translations, pnnP''3p3n. In 
Gen. xxiv. 7 ' The Lord God of heaven, which took me from 
my father's house, and from the land of my kindred,' lit. from 
the land of my birth. The A. V. by translating ' of my kin- 
dred' avoided the difficulty, that Abraham was born at Ur 
Kasdim, whilst his family settled at Haran. The Asverus 
scroll has 'from my father's house and from my land' (iViNDl). 
Gen. xlviii. 7 'And I buried her (Rachel) in the way of 
Ephrath, the same is Bethlehem.' This is in the first instance 
a geographical difficulty. Besides, according to i Samuel 
X. a and Jeremiah xxxi. 15, Rachel's grave was in the land of 
Benjamin, and not in Judah. The Asverus scroll has only 
' And I buried her on the way.' R. Meir also says distinctly, 
according to the Siphr6, that Rachel died in the territory of 

1 Monatsschrift, etc. (note 3 on p. 19), 1852, p. 430 sqq. 
^ Ad Alexandrum Severum, Cap. 28. 

=1 See Monatsschrift, etc. (note 3 on p. 19), 1887, p. 508, where we find 
the reading of ditdt instead of ditidni. 
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Benjamin^. This scroll omits the two names of the towns 
Adma and Zeboim after Sodom and Gomorrah in Deut. xxix. 
32 (23). Indeed the four cities are nowhere else mentioned 
together. Some of the variations to be found in the Asverus 
scroll are also quoted in the Midrash^ from a MS. written by 
R. Meir. That the variations in this MS. are not an invention 
of the Talmudists may be seen from Jerome, who says in his 
commentary on Isaiah xxi. 11:' The burden of Dumah, that 
some Jews read Humah for Buniah, which means to say that 
they apply this prophecy to Rome. And the Talmud states that 
in the MS. of R. Meir, Rumah stood in the place of Dumah ^.' 
One fact is clear from the Asverus MS., viz. that although the 
text of the Pentateuch was in constant use in the synagogues 
from an early time and therefore better fixed than that of the 
other Biblical books, still there were not less than thirty-two 
variations from the Massoretic text, a fact which ought to be 
taken into consideration by the adversaries of Biblical cri- 
ticism. 

It cannot be doubted that the Jews, when dispersed over 
the world, were provided with copies of the Pentateuch, from 
the Babylonian and the Palestinian schools, besides the lessons 
of the Prophets, or the Haftaroth, the Psalms, the five 
' Megilloth,' and the book of Job, which were all used in the 
synagogues on the sabbath, festivals, and fast days. Not a 
leaf of these copies is known at present to exist. We may 
ask where are the copies without vowel-points, which were 
certainly not introduced before the sixth century at the 
earliest? Did they all perish in the frequent persecutions 
of the Jews, or were they destroyed when the vowel-points 
were introduced, or do fragments of them still exist in some 
old synagogue, hidden away in remote corners ? We hope 
that the last suggestion may prove to be the correct one, 
and that after thorough searching in the East, some of these 

' See Herr Epstei 's discussion on thid point in the Monatsschift, etc. (note 3 
on p. 19), 1887, p. 345. 
^ B'resMA Rahhd, ehapa. ix, xx. = Palest. Talmud, Ta'anitli, i. i. 
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fragments may be brought to light, as was the case with 
the MS. of A.D. 916, now at St. Petersburg. Many MSS., 
now lost, are indeed mentioned in the Massorah as well as 
in early commentators and in Hebrew chronicles. In the 
first instance, we may mention the famous codex Hilleli, 
attributed by some to Hillel the elder — which it is unneces- 
sary to prove cannot be the case. Abraham Zakkuth (in his 
chronicle, composed about 1500) states that on the aSth of 
Ab, of the year 4957 a. m.= t4th of August, 1197 a.d., there was 
a great persecution at Leon, in Spain. At that time the 
famous and very correct codex, which was written 600 years 
before that time, viz. about 600 a. B., by HilleP, and there- 
fore called Hilleli, was carried away from Leon, and was 
used for the collation and correction of existing MSS. ' I saw 
of it', says Zakkuth, 'the parts containing the Prophets, 
written in large and carefully executed characters, at Bugia, 
in Africa, whither it was brought by the exiles from Portugal.' 
According to David Qamhi's statement in his grammar, the 
Pentateuch of this famous MS. was some time at Toledo. 
A newly acquired MS. in the Bodleian Library^, written at 
Cairo, 1564, reads more correctly, 'written by Hillel son of 
Moses son of Hillel,' and thus the name of Hilleli is justi- 
fied^- We know a scribe named Moses ben Hillel, who 

' So in ed. princepa (3 E, i'') and other editions according to It. Ed. Fili- 
powski (according to the MS. of Oxford, No. 2302 of our catalogue) has (£01.220") 
Moses ben HiUel (see the article of Prof. H. L. Strack, in the Zeitsckrift fur 
Lutherische Theologie, 1875, p. 599). 

" We read in the MS. Hebr. d. 16, of the Bodleian Library, the following: n:mi 
isaiB □'3'!D ':®D ji«''; niD'jon ';nj too rrn 2« m'b lii dvi [l.i:*] iSpiin 
103 p'j Diip D'ain^ vnt) d'-idd nan didd i«'2in 7«i Tn« Tsani orrbs 
''i^'jnn «Tp: laii) '}S^ h'rn p hod p 'j';n 't oniN anam njffl ni«D mimj 

';«JnD^^D mnaa iMunm nip'^iiDi rn'inji nvni« na'naa D':'nnNi D':iffiNT 
'nnpm lana^ir n:iB hind 'id nns to'id nn □lai npnoNn nNuui [ ] 
''!'';'nn jo ffininn '3 'ai« nam po'j pnpin ')» lanffl oiip pnpin pbni 

.n')E'')iBa rrn 
' Consequently our suggestion {Jewish Chronicle, 1886, fol. 12", 22 January, 
where a part of this paper is printed), that the Hilleli may have been written 
at Hillah, near Bagdad, and therefore called Hillali, must be abandoned. 
* See Graetz, Oesch. der Juden, t. vi. p. 212, where we read 9 Ab instead of 28. 



24 An Account of the 

copied a MS. of the Hagiographa, now in St. Petersburg, 
in the year 994 a. d.^ Whether our Hillel is the son of 
this Moses, or an ancestor, is difficult to decide, for the date 
which Zakkuth gives cannot be exact. The Hilleli codex is 
at present lost, but lists of the variations in it are to be found 
in a number of MSS., some of which have been published in 
Dr. Ginsburg's edition of the Massorah. Variations from a 
great number of standard codices are also mentioned. There 
are the Eastern and "Western codices, the variations of the 
schools of Sura and Nehardea in Babylonia, the Zanbuqi (pro- 
bably of the locality Zanbuk, on the Tigris), the codex of 
Bagdad (called also Sliarqi (Eastern), and Babli, and probably 
identical with the Eastern codez mentioned above), the codices 
of Erfurt, of Jerusalem, of Jericho (Lunel), of Lombart (Lom- 
bardy), of Sinai (Bothenburg ?), of Tiberias, of Wiirzburg, the 
revised codices (p^niDj njlD, or )lDnp njio), codices of Ezra 2, of 
R. Gershom (of Metz), B. Jacob (of Bamerupt?), the Great 
MaJizord, and many obhers^ the titles of which are doubtful 3. 

The most numerous and widely-copied variations (chiefly 
bearing on yowel-points) are from the two Massoretes called 
Aaron ben-Asher and Mosheh ben-Naphtali. The codex of 
the latter is lost, unless the colophon of a Petersburg MS. is 
genuine, which states the following : ' I, Moses the scribe, son 
of B. David son of B. Naphtali, have carefully arranged accord- 
ing to ... in the year 1 234 as we count at Aleppo (i. e. the 
era of the Seleucidae), or 853 years after the destruction of the 
second Temple, or 468a a. m. (which gives the year 932 a.d.)*.' 
The codex of Aaron (Abu Said) ben-Asher was believed to be 
at the great synagogue at Aleppo, but it has been proved by 
Dr. Wickes°, with whom others agree", that this cannot be 

' Strack, 1. c. (note i on p. 23). 

^ See Revue des Etiides juives, t. six. p. 242, note 2. 

' See Dr. Ginsburg's edition of the Massorah, i. fol. 604 sqq. 

' Strack, op. cit. (note i on p. 23), p, 617. 

" See^ Treatise onthe Accentuation of the Twenty-one so-called P rose Sooii 
of the Old Testament, Oxford, 1887, p. vii sqq. 
' See Sevue des Etudes juives, t. xv. p. 316. 
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the case ; in fact, according to the facsimile of a page which 
is given in his excellent book, the MS. seems to be of the 
eleventh century, if not of a later date. The MS. of the 
Prophets belonging to the Karaitic synagogue at Cairo was 
written 1, according to the colophon (at the end of the Minor 
Prophets) which we shall reproduce later on, by Moses ben- 
Asher in the year 827 of the destruction of the second Temple 
= 895 A. D. This MS. would consequently contain the oldest 
text of the Hebrew Bible known at present. But from the 
mode of accentuation in this MS., Drs. S. Baer and Wiekes both 
concluded that it could not have been pointed by a Massorete 
of the Ben-Asher school, the accentuation being against the 
rules laid down by Ben-Asher. In facsimile No. i, which we 
have obtained, together with No. 2, through the kindness of 
Dr. Lansing, of Cairo ^, containing i Samuel iv. 15 to v. 8, 
the lighter metheg is omitted in the words ''JNl (iv. 16, col. i, 
line 5), \rm (iv. 17, col. i, 1. la), tpr '3 (v. 18, col. I, 1. 18), and 
in other places, which would not be the case in a Ben-Asher 
codex. Sometimes the metheg is in the wrong place, for 
instance, in nriK'p '3 (v. 6, col. 3, 1. 16) and HB'JJJ no (v. 7, col. 
3, 1. 20), not in conformity with the rules of Ben-Asher. The 
colophon of facsimile No. 2 must either have been copied from 
another codex, as is the case with the Aleppo MS.^, or it is a 
forgery altogether ; indeed the style of it would justify our 
taking it as such. Both MSS. seem to be written, if not by 
the same scribe, at all events by the same school of copyists. 
This codex is, to judge from the facsimiles, of the eleventh and 
perhaps even of the beginning of the twelfth century. Dr. 
Harkavy, who had the opportunity of examining this MS. three 
years ago, when on a literary tour in the East, informs us that 
he is of the same opinion concerning the date of this MS. 



' According to Miss M. Wall between 4to and folio, as the MS. is as near 
square as possible, measuring 20 x 18 inches, 3 cols, of 23 lines each. 

' Miss Wall, of Southport, has favoured us with four other photographs of 
this MS., but they are unfortunately not in a state to be used for our purpose. 

' See above, p. 24. 
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The colophon reads as follows^ : 

Col. I. iirnon nt Tiana ncx p hto •'ox 

■h^ naiDn ^^!'t< no "a ^V sipol'B' 

nnaD nnyo n:''nD3 nt3^^ in3 

DiN''33 mj? iJunE'3 n^Snn T'vn 

i^'N HDon niD Dn-'sti'Dni nnnoj 
HDD nan nnia n^ hjon ■'CJX pnvn 

CinDi''i onDD nyanxi Dncy 

nun t^niai ^atj' ■'ojitJ^ onJiDxa 

pvi NT" ittNo ''sva pino Tn^ 

132^ n''ri lyj^y ■cN'ti' inw 'Ja/D 

D^'B' nb niB'v^i no^i'i ic^V imini 

toN ^NiB'^ b^i nsan cam 

onB^yi n3B' niN» njiDB* fpij nna: 

in:3ii D'Dma vby aiB'''i nioB'j nvi'' 

pn di'B' pn 13131 niaoi mpN '':3N3 

fnr N^ Dnn^ k^i BTiy Nijc p33 D''''ipD 

i3iD''3 mnB3 D''t3!'iy ''D^W^i oi'iyi' 

pS ^NIB" b ''DU1 

Col. 2. nitnttn p nJB'ttn ^531 

nrn pne-an jd ix nrn 

niN 13DtD pniD IN 131 

DN N^N tji \yaa yiip in 

131 13 ^''^ yil P3'' p 

lip^J3 IN 3n33 13 yS'VtW 

IN lDn3 IN niDD3 IN 

ni5^ni3 N^ 1^3 ^n> i^x in''3 
Dy33 nrn'' ^ni nn'-^D n^i 

^ See Ehen Sappir,i. (Lyck, i866; Sapliir on the title-page of ii, Mainz, 
1874), p. 14'', and Monatsschrift, etc. i^note 3 on p. 19), 1871, p. 4. 
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psxn 31D3 nxii vh\ " 

ITS? \\^'i. -\\yih\ V-I3N 

pat voitJ'ni 

The late Rabbi Jacob Sappir^ and Dr. S. Baer^ are of 
opinion that the characters with which the MS. is written 
are Sefaradic or Spanish ; to us it seems to have been written 
in the East, and most likely in Syria. The characters are 
indeed different from those found in the facsimile of the 
Cambridge MS. 3, which is executed in Spanish characters. 

Thus the codex Babylonicus of the later Prophets, dated 
iaa7 Sel., which is 916 a. d., remains the oldest MS. known 
now. The old codices, viz. the Hilleli (according to Zak- 
kuth's description), the codex Babylonicus, the Cairo and 
Aleppo MSS. are written in large characters, and so are, if 
we are not mistaken by a hurried glance at those at St. 
Petersbui'g in 1877, the codices of the earliest dates, viz. 
from ()%% to 1051 A. D. 

We have said that the codex Babylonicus of 916 is the 
oldest Hebrew Biblical MS. known at present. In order to 
justify this date, it must in the first place be pointed out that 
the colophon of the famous Pentateuch scroll at St. Petersburg, 
which gives the date of 489 a. d., is simply a forgery*. But 
there is the MS. No. 12 at the University Library, Cambridge, 
written by Jacob Levi and finished the seventh of the month 

1 Men Sappir, i. p. 14''. 

2 Private communication, dated July 1890. 
2 See facsimiles, Nos. 3 and 4. 

• See the Catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the Imperial Library of St. Peters- 
burg (in German), i. ii, by A. Harkavy and H. L. Strack, 1875, p. 12 sqq. 
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of Adar 616 a.m., or 208 of the construction of the Temple, 
which makes 1 8th of February, 856 a. d. ; this date, which 
has not been accepted by any scholar who has discussed the 
subject, was firmly believed by the author of the first part of 
the catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the University Library 
at Cambridge, which appeared in 1876, to be genuine^. We 
propose to mention first what has been said by others about 
the date of this MS. before giving our own opinion. Kenni- 
cott in 1753^, after having given a short description of the 
MS., writes as follows: 'This MS. was writ by Jacol Levi, 
and is dated rvf''i'h n'lYn'n,' without explaining or translating 
this date. He omitted the second date, which refers to the 
year of the construction of the Temple. In the variae lectiones, 
Kennicott gives many variations of this MS., which seem to 
amount to 12,000. He was taken to task for this incomplete 
description by an anonymous Abbe^ in 1771, who reproaches 
him rightly for not having given the second date as well, and 
for not explaining both, for, says the Abbe, The date from the 
construction of the Temple could refer to the first, second, or 
third (Herodian) Temple. We omit the dates proposed by the 
Abbe, which would not add much to our subject. As to the 
variations given from this MS., the Abbe divided them into 
various classes. 

I. '\''ariations which represent no language at all ; for 
instance : Gen. xxx. 22, the MS. reads ti^rsh^ instead of iT'^N 
Qini'N ; Lev. xxvii. 1 1 rf^rh instead of r\'\n'h ; Deut. i. 25 nili 
instead of mvi ; Joshua [inno instead of in''T'D] xvi. 10 »ij;3n 
instead of 'jyaan, and xxiv. 11 niDNni instead of nDNH; Judges 
ix. I PONS' instead of "iCN^ 

' Catalogue of tie BehrewManuscripts preserved in the University Lihrary , 
Cambridge, by the late Dr. S. M. Schiller-Szinessy, vol. i. (all that has ap- 
peared), containing Sections I. The Holy Scriptures ; ir. Commentai-ies on the 
Bible, Cambridge, 1876, No. 12 (p. 12 sqq.). 

' The State of the Printed Heh-ew Text of the Old Testament considered. 
A dissertation in two parts, Oxford, 1753, p. 342. 

' Lettres de M. VAbhi de . . . ex-professeur en hehreu en V universitd de . . . 
au, Sr. Kennicott anglois, Eome, 1771, p. 24 sqq. 
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2. Variations whicli, although representing good Hebrew, 
give no sense in the respective passages where they occur. For 
instance : Exodus xxxii. %6 i^K for V^JX ; Lev. iv. 0^^ riDN in- 
stead of ariN ; Numbers xxi. 7 "i»t<''1 instead of nox^l ; Deut. 
xxi. % Tij;n instead of d''iyn ; Joshua v. 14 ^ instead of xi? ; 
Judges ix. 51 ^yi instead of l^v'i ; i Sam. xvi. 13 Q^nisN nil 
instead of nin^ irn . 

3. Confusion of 3 and 3, 3 and j, •\ and n, n and n, and 
D and D. Por instance : i Sam. xxv. 1 6 nari instead of iiDin ; 
2 Sam. xxi. 1 8 3i:3 instead of 3J3 ; i Kings iii. 6 ntn am in- 
stead of ntn Ci1''3 ; i Kings xvii. 20 iiunD instead of ■nuno ; 
Prov. vi. 3 Dsnnn instead of Dainn. The Abbe adds rightly 
that similar mistakes are to be found in other MSS., written 
by either inexperienced or ignorant copyists, but which no 
one would expect from an early MS. [and still less of such 
an early date as 856]. The Abbe adds that of these three 
kinds of mistakes he could produce at least 1400 variations. 

4. Original mistakes, which are corrected by a later hand. 
For instance : Gen. xxxviii. 28 nn^13 corrected into r\T\'hl ; Ex. 
ii. 16 nipB'pi' into nipBTiij; Lev. vi. 13 l3''Dn into 1*on. Of this 
kind of mistake there are at least 234 instances. 

5. Additional words by the original scribe which yield no 
sense whatever. For instance: Gen. ii. 9 [DB'Dl] pn', xxxvii. 
17, ■ittN''i [ijjDJ B«Kn fiDV iS] ; Ex. xviii. 24 nB'D[n»], 
XXV. I ne^D [nin"'] ^if. nin' i2n^i ; Num. xi. i mn'' 'jr^a [''J''D3] yi, 
Deut. ii. 31 1S1N riKI [xin linxipij] in'O nx. There are at least 
330 additions of this kind in the MS. 

6. There are more than 300 erasures. For instance : Gen. 
ii. 22 SJ^vn, where the V is written on an erasure; vi. 21 
Xsh'y '^, between these two words are three or four letters 
erased. 

7. There are more than 630 omissions, among them eleven 
entire verses, omissions which naturally destroy the sense of 
the passages. For instance : Gen. i. 25 K-Din is missing, iii. 
15 the words p3l ^y-lt are absent. 

' The words in [ ] are the additional ones. 
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8. Nearly 450 words or letters are doubtful ; no example 
is given here. 

9. There are nearly 130 repetitions, amongst them three 
verses, viz. Gen. xxxi. 12; Ex. vi. 17; Isaiah xi. 10. For 
repetitions of words the following instances are given : Gen. 
xiii. 3 d-i3t<1, xvii. 8 pxn ^13 riN inj^, xxviii. 6 isNina p \^ h^ 

10. Transpositions. For instance: Jer. xlvi. 10 13^^<^ TWrfh ; 
Judges X. 6 tn^X plN^V Nn^N nxi 3N1D ''H^K nw. The Abbe con- 
sequently laughs at Kennicott for his producing 12,000 varia- 
tions from this MS. 

Many of these blunders are corrected either on the margin 
or above the corresponding words. 

In the letter to a friend, 1772^, in defence of Kennicott 
and against the Able, not much is said concerning our MS., 
except that the variation Joshua v. 14 is excellent, which 
is to be compared with the Greek and Syriac versions, and 
' with the context.' We think that the context requires ^. 

In the Bissertatio generalis, cod. 89^, Kennicott gives 
a fuller description of the MS., discussing the two dates, 
and the state of some of the letters in it ; and comes finally 
to the following result: 'Eadem mecum in sententia est 
CI. Brunnius, scil. codicem hunc non esse antiquiorem seculo 
13.' De Rossi ^ accepts Kennicott's conclusion. The late 
Dr. Zunz * has ingeniously explained the concordance of the 
two dates, viz. 616 of the creation and 208 of the construc- 
tion of the Temple, in the following way. The Jewish 
chronology places the construction of the second Temple 
in the year 3408 a.m., and the interval between 4616 a.m. 
and 3408 A. M. makes 1208, which is expressed by the second 

' Letter to a Friend occasioned by a French Pamphlet lately published 
against Doctor Kennicott and his Collation of the Hebrew MSS., London 
(Oxford), 1772. 

^ Dissertatio generalis in Veins Testamentum Hebraicum, etc., fol. (Oxford, 
1 771, as a preface to the Variae Lectiones) 78; 8vo. (with Brun'a notes, 
Erunovici, 1785), p. 374 gqq. 

^ Variae Lectiones V. T., etc., Parma, 1784, p. Ixiii*". 

* Zur GescAichte und Litteratur, i. p. 214. 
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date 208 omitting tlie thousand. He adds that 'the date 
of 856 A.D. is however an evident falsification, since the MS. 
is much later.' Had Dr. Zunz seen the MS.? We must 
suppose so from his words. We may sum up the opinion of 
modem scholars thus. Drs. Steinschneider ^, Wickes^, and 
Ginsburg^, all three (who have the greatest experience in 
Hebrew palaeography) agree in the date of the thirteenth 
century, and the late Professor W. Wright, as editor of the 
Oriental series of the London Palaeographical Society, did not 
produce a specimen page of this MS. as a dated and early 
Hebrew MS., for the reason that he did not believe the dates 
genuine. During all this time we heard that Dr. Schiller- 
Szinessy firmly believed that the text of this MS. was really 
finished in 856, and scholars interested in the palaeography 
of Biblical MSS. were eagerly expecting the issue of the first 
part of the catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. at Cambridge, in 
order to see what his arguments might be. At last the long 
expected work saw the light in 1876, where we read* that the 
'bare text' (written by a diiferent hand from that of the 
pointer and aecentuator, who is himself again different from 
the writer of the Massorah, to which comes a fourth hand 
for the ornaments, and a fifth and sixth for minor points) is 
in a fine Sejihardic handwriting, dated Adar 616 (18 February, 
856). Further on ^, Dr. Schiller-Szinessy says that the text 
must have been executed in Palestine, although not in 
Jerusalem, and as to the date of the copy 'a minute and 
careful examination of the MS. shows that the reasons which 
have hitherto been alleged are wholly insufficient to condemn 
it as a forgery.' For further details the reader is referred 

' HebraiscTie BihliograpMe, xix (1879), p. 7°. Dr. Steinsclmeider thinks 
that Jacob Levi's rhymes in the colophon seem to be written by an untrained 
Ashkenazi (German Jew), but that is not the case, as can be seen from the 
photographic reproduction of the two pages, where the characters are distinctly 
of the Hispanico-Portuguese school. 

^ See A Treatise on the Accenttmtion (note 5 on p. 34), p. ix. 

' From personal communication. 

' Catalogue, etc. (note i on p. 28), p. 12 sqq. 

^ Ibidem, p. 14. 
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to Excursus I at the end of the catalogue. This excursus 
was promised as early as 187a ^, but nothing has been heard of 
it, and perhaps we shall not be far from the truth when we say 
that nothing could have been heard of it, for the simple 
reason that the author of the catalogue had no proofs of the 
antiquity of the MS. Had he some reasonable ones in store, 
he would not have attempted to refute Dr. Wickes some years 
ago ^ by saying that he has the dullest understanding, that a 
man must be a bom palaeographer to judge of the age of 
Hebrew MSS., and finally by referring to a private MS. 
without giving a single fact concerning it. These are not 
arguments, and if he had no others for his excursus it is 
certainly as well that it has never seen the light. 

We have learnt ' how ignorant and incompetent the copyist 
of this MS. must have been from the Abbd's letter, the state- 
ments of which we have duly collated and found exact ; 
besides, Kennicott himself did not contradict them. Is it 
indeed possible that a scribe who wrote long before the great 
Massorete Ben-Asher *, at a time when the greatest care was 
bestowed on copying, should have made such blunders as 
those mentioned above ; and that too in Palestine, the cradle of 
the Western punctuation ? But what is Dr. Schiller- Szinessy's 
argument for his suggestion that the copyist wrote in Pales- 
tine ? He gives us a fragment of his Excursus in spe ; and 
says that 'it will be seen from the words mnj -I3J)3B' 12D5? Y\'2\>1 
(comp. Josh. xxiv. 2, etc., and Is. vii. 20), which occur in the 
colophon =, where Jacob Ijevi says "the voice of the messenger 
may be heard soon for the gathering of our nation on the 
other side of the river." ' Dr. Schiller-Szinessy thought that 
' the other side of the river ' means Mesopotamia, and supposes 
accordingly that the scribe lived in Palestine, whereas 'the 
other side of the river' in the middle ages means the lost 

• See his paper on the Prideaux scroll, in the Transactions of the Society of 
Bihl. Archaeology, 1872, p. 265, 

' The Academy, 5 November, 1887, p. 304. 

« See above, p. 28 eqq. i See above, p. 24. 

' See the facsimile, No. 4, line 10, and below, p, 35. 
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tribes on the other side of the river called ' Sambatyon ^.' 
Indeed, there is no instance in Jewish liturgy or poetry of 
special notice being taken of the Babylonian Jews ; there 
was a prayer for the schools of Babylonia which flourished 
from 300-900, but not for the Jewish nation in general. 
And what an anachronism there is in Dr. Schiller-Szinessy's 
statement when he says that the MS. is written by a 
Sephardic (Spanish) hand, at a time when the Spanish Jews 
were still in utter ignorance of the Talmud, and much more 
of the rules of copying Biblical texts. In fact a SepharAic 
writing did not exist in 856, at least as far as can be judged 
from the absence of all Jewish writing in Spain at that 
time ^. How can a Bible be copied with the view of adding 
later the Massorah on the margins, at a time when such a 
thing as a Massorah in a compendious form scarcely existed? 

' Dr. Steinsohneider says in H. B. (note I on p. 3 1 ) that this expression seems to 
refer to the Jews on the other side of the Sambatyon, if it means anything. 

' It ia curious to mention that the Eev. W. H. Lowe, in his book The 
Fragment of Talmud Babli Pesachim of the Ninth or -Tenth Centary in the 
University Library, Cambridge, Cambridge, 1879, P- ^^- ^°^^ ^i ^^y^ ^^^ ^"1" 
lowing : ' The development of distinct schools of writing is, of course, a very 
gradual process, extending over centuries. We may, however, say that the 
Ashkenazic and Sephardio (Spanish and German) schools in writing had 
hegmn to become distinguished at least as early as 800 A. D.' We suppose 
that Mr. Lowe's statement is based on oral tradition, since we have not a line 
of Hebrew writing of the eighth century (except perhaps in the Fayyum 
Papyri ; seeDr.Steinschneider's article in the AegyptischeZeHschrift,Ym(iS'jg), 
p. 96, and Mittheilwngen aus der Sammlung der Papyrus des Erzherzog Bainer, 
i-ii (Wien, 1886), p. 45), and very little genuine writing of the ninth 
century, and at all events, nothing in Sephardic or Ashkenazic forma. We 
believe that the fragment of which Mr. Lowe gives a photographic page 
was written in a Greek-speaking country ; and from these forma the Ashkena- 
zic is derived, whilst the Sephardic square characters are derived from those 
which we find in MSS. written in Syria. These Cambridge fragments are at 
the earliest of the eleventh century. Indeed, none of the seven arguments which 
Mr. Lowe gives (pp. xv and xvi) for an older date will stand a critical teat. 
The script much resembles that of plate xc of the London Palaeographical 
Society (Oriental part), which is dated 1073. Dr. Scbiller-Szinessy gives the 
following Kabbalistical description of it : ' The writing, which is between the 
ruled lines, is a firm French Ashkenazi. Consequently, the scribe must either 
have been himself a Jew from the North (East ?) of France, or have been 
trained by one. Judging from the way it is dated, the volume was most 
probably vrritten in Greece.' Credo quia absurdum. 

VOL. III. D 
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On the other hand, there is no instance of a MS. waiting 
for centuries to be completed by the addition of vowel-poiats 
and accents, and the Massorah. He who believes that may 
also hear the grass growing. 

Now let us say a word about the date. We find MSS. 
dated by the era of the Seleucidae, by that of the creation, by 
the era of the destruction of the two Temples, by that of the 
building of the/y«i! Temple, by that of the Exodus from Egypt S 
but never by the building of the second Temple, which is 
meant in the colophon of Jacob Levi. And why so ? only in 
order to give more weight by the double era to his falsified 
date, and for that he is obliged to omit in both dates the 
thousands, viz. [4]6i6 a.m. and [iJzoS^ of the building of 
the Temple. Or did Dr. Schiller-Szinessy think that the 
copyist means the building of the first Temple % If so, how 
could he make the two dates agree ? Indeed it is astonishing 
that in a catalogue which is worked out so minutely (half 
of its contents being simply a repetition of what has already 
been said concemihg the MSS.), that no attempt should be made 
to say a word about the agreement of the two dates, which 
could be done in two lines. We know that MSS. have 
falsified dates in order to make them older, and fetch a higher 
price. Such is the case with the MSS. at the Vatican, Nos. 4, 
5, 6, 9, 39, 31, 38, and Urb. 3 ; Paris, No. 4, cod. 75 ; Copen- 
hagen, No. 5 ; Kennicott, Nos. 186, 193, 195, 516, and 559 of 
the Bissertatio generalis. Jacob Levi did the same, and ac- 
cordingly uses the strange word ppn, and for the rhyme of his 
colophon he takes the ii-regular words mn and ninn, and the 
Aramaic words niDS, Nti'D"i, and mnj. A peculiarity of his is 
also the word ''nDnn, ' I have concluded,' for which is usually 
found the words TiD^D or Tnoj, and in Yemen MSS. 5)V3J. 

^ See the MS. of the Bodleian, No. 1452 in the new catalogue; the usual 
date in earlier MSS. written in the East is the era of the Seleucidae ; 
later on with the addition of tlie era of the creation ; Bometimea we find the 
era of the destruction of the Temple, mostly in MSS. written by Greek Jews ; 
in Western countries the era of the creation is predominant. We have chosen 
a MS. which gives all possible dates together. 

" See above, p. 30. 
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laiD instead of "iBIon does not speak for the copyist's grammar. 
Dr. Schiller-Szinessy speaks ^ of various readings in this MS. 
as ' a source of which, though important, but little notice has 
hitherto been taken in collating MSS.' Had he ever seen the 
Abbe's letter which could have informed him what these 
variations are ? We suppose he had not, for he does not quote 
it in his catalogue, which he must have done in describiag a 
MS., if he had known it, although he was not very fond 
of quoting. We were told at Cambridge that there are 
observations in MS. by Dr. Schiller-Szinessy relating to this 
MS., but the Librarian hesitated to communicate them to 
us, although they are the property of the Library. The 
emendation of nnOfi (Zeph. ii. 3) into linDO, not mentioned 
by Kennicott, is not of early origin, as Dr. Schiller-Szinessy 
thought^, and is after all a poor emendation. 

In order to enable those who are acquainted with the 
palaeography of the Hebrew square characters — although not 
' born palaeographers ' — to form an opinion respecting the age 
of this MS., we give two photographic facsimiles of it, viz. 
Gen. xxi. 19 to xxii. 8 and % Chron, xxxvi. 13 to the end, 
with the colophon which reads as follows : — 

ison nt ''HDnn 

niN xin 3"i v^^rh '\ 

mn nnai niTiixn 

rsyfth n'lYn'n r\w 

fiT'nan nu paij p'p'n 

masi KB'DT ipui 31 jr 

mnD j;»e'* ne'^o h p 

mnj nawn wdj? pnp n 

niDyni iMH IV n 

mNann in JT'n'? 

men ■y^h ■^'b nn t 

miDp naN3 a''Jn3 id''B> 1 

fc,p. i4(§ 2). ■^ Iimm. 

D a 
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We shall be prepared to retract our views concerning this 
MS. if one of Dr. ScMUer-Szinessy's disciples or some one 
else will bring forward plausible arguments for the antiquity 
of it. Jacob Levi is not known as a copyist of any other 
MS. ; perhaps he is the father of Nethanel the scribe, son 
of Jacob Levi, who copied at Narbonne, Shebat 5043 = 1281 
or 1282, Maimonides' Mischnah Torah for Joseph, son of 
Abraham, son of David, a MS. preserved in the Talmud Torah 
school at Amsterdam ^. 

For completeness sake we shall mention fragments of MS. 
scrolls in the possession of private gentlemen at Kertsch, in 
Russia, written in peculiar Hebrew characters. They contain 
fragments of Isaiah, the Minor Prophets, Proverbs, Lamenta- 
tions, Esther, and Daniel, without vowel-points and accents. 
Are they genuine or not? Dr. Harkavy has discussed the 
matter folly, but has not come to any definite conclusion. He 
only says that the characters in the MS. seem to be old. 
Facsimiles of some of the fragments are to be found in 
Dr. Harkavy's essay ^, as well as in the Palaeographieal Atlas to 
the Catalogue of the Hebrew MSS. in the Bodleian Library, 
No. 39. 

' Nethanel says in the colophon n'713') Tn« asp nns mDl nnN na'na, 
which is not usually found in colophons. 

^ Mimoires de VAcadimie Impiriale dee Sciences de St. PUersbourg, vii^ s^rie, 
t. xxxii, No. 8 (1885). 

[This essay has been in type since the 20th September, 1889, and was 
intended for Studia Biblica ii.] 

SUPPLEMENTAET NOTES. 

To page 3, note 1. Professor Sayce kindly informs us that the characters of 
the Panammu inscription (of about 730 B. c.) are of the Phoenician type, like 
those of the Aramaic dockets on the contract-tablets of Nineveh (see p. 6, 
note 2). They have not yet developed into strictly Aramaic forms, and con- 
sequently have no bearing upon our argument. 

To page 11, note 5. M. Joseph HaUvy proposes the reading 'Ni'jii instead 
of '«:u'!, explaining it by the writing of NabHis, i. e. in Samaritan characters. 
NabKis, however, is expressed in the Talmudic literature by C'jlD': (D'')1D''3?) 
and )>')1B3. See La G-iographie da Talmud, p. 169, notes i and 2. 
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II. 
THE ARGUMENT OF ROMANS IX-XI'. 

[C. GOEE.J 

It would be impossible to deny that these chapters contain 
' some things hard to be understood, which the ignorant and 
unstedfast,' and not only they, have ' wrested ' to conclusions 
as disastrous, as they are alien to St. Paul's mind. If an 
exacter interpretation of St. Paul's language is to bring out 
sounder results, there are certain general considerations as 
to his method which must be kept in mind. 

I. St. Paul, unlike St. John, is an argumentative writer. 
His thought is exhibited to us in process. It is moving 
from point to point. Each particular stage in the argument 
' looks before and after : ' it has its meaning only with 
reference to the whole. To isolate it is to rob it of its true 
force. Thus, St. Paul, less than almost any other author, 
admits of being used as a repertory of detached texts. 

a. His method may be called abstract or ideal: that is 
to say, he makes abstraction of the particular aspect of a 
subject with which he is immediately dealing, and — appa- 
rently indiflFerent to being misunderstood — treats it in iso- 
lation ; giving, perhaps, another aspect of the same subject 
in equal abstraction in a different place. He does not guard 
himself or correlate his different points of view like a modern 
writer. For instance, writing of ' the law,' he mostly treats 
it ideally, that is, according to its governing idea or charac- 
teristic function, not as a complex historical fact. Thus, 
when he comes to state the principle of Mth, as opposed 

1 The substance of this paper was read before a Meeting at the house of 
the Eev. the Professor of Hebrew, on Dec. 6, i886. 
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to the principle of the law (Rom. x. 6-8), he finds no 
difficulty in taking his illustration of faith out of the 
books of the law ^. The books of Moses are, in fact, charac- 
terized by the principle of law, but they contain other ele- 
ments ^. And St. Paul deals with them in general simply 
according to their characteristic idea. Once again : he 
deals with the history of the development of sin, as if it 
represented the whole history of fallen man, in Romans i : 
and then, in Rom. ii. 14-16, he gives us a glimpse of 
another principle which had been at work all the time, viz. 
the rectifying action of the natural conscience. 

3. St. Paul argues mostly ' ad hominem,' like Augustine. 
Thus, he is only understood rightly when we keep constantly 
before us a clear idea of the opponent's position which he is 
combating. This is a caution especially necessary in the 
chapters we are now to review. St. Paul in these chapter's 
is popularly supposed to be justifying the ways of God to 
men, by asserting His absolute rights, as against any power 
on man's part to control his own destiny. ' It is not of 
him that wiUeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God 
that sheweth mercy.' ' Hath not the potter power over the 
clay?' Such a conception of God's absolute sovereignty an- 
nihilates human freedom and responsibility, and thus, in fact, 
St. Paul has constantly been regarded, by those within and 
those without the Church, as really denying these bases of 
moral action. This has resulted, practically, in a misuse of 
St. Paul by those who were prepared to be ' Calvinistic,' 
and an equally serious disuse of his teaching by those who 
were not. But in fact this popular supposition as to St. 
Paul's meaning, is an error due to his (ideal) opponent in 
this argument not having been kept steadily enough in view. 
The opponent whom St. Paul has in mind is a Jew, or one 

' Deut. XXX. 11-14. 

^ 'Grace, already existing in the Jewish theocracy, was the fruitful germ 
deposited under the surface, which was one day to burst forth and become 
the peculiar character of the new covenant.' G-odet in loc. 
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representing the Jewish ease, who pleads that God had 
pledged Himself to the Jews as such : He had committed 
Himself to them as the chosen people : it was enough for 
them to say, 'We have Abraham to our father;' 'The 
temple of the Lord, the temple of the Lord are we.' Thus, 
any view of God's dealings which, like St. Paul's, involved 
the conclusion that a catholic Church and not the Jewish 
race constituted under present circumstances the elect body, 
on a basis of faith and not of the law, stood self-condemned. 
Now such a plea as the Jew is here supposed to m-ge, carries 
with it the supposition that God had tied His hands in 
choosing Israel. However Israel might behave, God was 
committed to it. As against such a position, — a position 
really destructive of all moral responsibility — St. Paul asserts 
the Divine freedom. He asserts that God never tied His 
hands by committing Himself to the material limits of a 
race, in such a way as that men could rest indolently on the 
covenant. Thus the whole point of his argument is to 
emphasize the sense of responsibility by making it plain that 
God's election is a challenge to faith, not a substitute for it. 

Two points, then, must be kept in view in considering 
this argument more in detail. 

{a) The ' election ' St. Paul is here speaking of is not 
(primarily) the election of individuals to eternal salvation, 
but the election of a race or Church to beaa- God's Name in 
the world and be His people — the election of a chosen body 
to special conditions of knowledge and responsibility. 

(b) The objector he has in view represents a Jewish plea 
that God had committed Himself to the race of Abraham 
simply and unconditionally. 

Now let us consider the argument, the dialectical force of 
which may be best brought out by expressing it in dialogue 
form. Afterwards we will direct our attention to a few 
special points. 

Chapter VIII has culminated in a psalm of triumph of 
the elect in Christ. At its conclusion St. Paul's thought 
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reverts to the miserable fact that his own people, the people 
of the old covenant, are, speaking generally, outside this elect 
body, rejectors of the Christ. He turns to deplore this 
miserable contrast between the glories of their vocation in the 
old covenant and their present reprobation i. Then there 
presents itself to his mind the objection which could be m-ged 
on their behalf— which, no doubt, St. Paul had heard urged 
often enough ; and this objection we may make more vivid 
by putting it into the mouth of a Jewish interlocutor. 

Jew. But if your conclusion is the right one, the fact is 
God's promise has failed, for He pledged Himself to Israel ^. 

St. Paul. No, not to Israel physically considered : not to all 
the sons of Abraham. There was from the first an element 
of inscrutable selectiveness in God's dealings within the race 
of Abraham. Ishmael was rejected, Isaac chosen : Esau was 
rejected and Jacob chosen, antecedently to all moral conduct, 
though both were of the same father and mother. Such 
selectiveness ought at least to have prevented the Jews from 
resting their claim simply on having 'Abraham to their 
father ^.' 

Jew. But then this arbitrary selectiveness is unfair *- 
St. Paul. No. God always revealed Himself as retaining 
His liberty of choice, as refusing to tie Himself, as selecting 
the historic examples of His hardening judgment and His 
compassionate good will, so as to baffie all attempts on our 
part to create His vocations by our own efforts, or anticipate 
the persons whom He will use for His purposes of mercj' 
or of judgment^. 

Jew. Then, at any rate, if God's arbitrary selectiveness is 
a fact, He must choose or exclude whom He pleases, but at 
least He cannot complain of us. The choice is not ours *. 

St. Paul. How foolish is this critical, complaining attitude 
towards God! The first condition of understanding God's 
method is to recognize His sovereignty. Humanity lies under 

' vv. 1-5. ^ ». 6. ' vv. 6-13. 

' V. 14. ' m. 15-18. ' V. 19. 
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His hand, as clay under the hand of the potter. His is the 
choice what sort of vessels He needs — one for a higher use, 
another for a lower ^. Who shall complain if vessels which, 
whatever high uses they were destined for, are in fact only 
fit to be thrown away, are at last, after fullest, patientest 
trial, rejected, and others taken in their place which, though 
hitherto kept in the background, had been fashioned before 
for glorious ends? Your own prophets constantly warned 
you that God's choice would fall on those who were ' not His 
people,' and that the true Israel was to be looked for only in 
' the remnant ^.' 

"What is the result, then? That the nation which had 
' righteousness ' for its end and aim, failed of its goal, while 
Gentiles, whose national life involved no such quest, have 
succeeded in obtaining what they were not expecting. And 
why ? Because the ' righteous nation ' intent on external 
conformity to an outward law, on which they prided them- 
selves, failed in faith — that is, in correspondence to the purpose 
of God. Thus the Christ, who should have been the goal of 
all their effort, became only the occasion of their rejec- 
tion •''. 

But this rejection is not final. It still leaves room for 
prayer. Israel has mistaken the method of serving God. They 
took pride in their law, and ofiered to God the righteousness 
of their own choice, while all the time they were quite out of 
touch with God's fuller purposes and blind to the righteous- 
ness which He was asking for. The righteousness of the law 
is conformity, the righteousness which God wants is faith — 
the simple loyalty to the plain message of God manifest in 
the heart of man* which resolves itself now into the open 
profession of the Lordship of Jesus and the cordial belief 
in His Resurrection. This faith, which finds its object in 

' For tlie meaning of ' a vessel to dishonour,' of. 2 Tim. ii. 20, i Cor. xii. 
23-25. It is a vessel adapted to mean uses, and is quite distinct from 'a 
vessel of wrath,' i. e. one which will not serve its end, and is only ' fit to be 
destroyed.' 

2 vv. 20-29. ' ""• 3°-33' * Deut. xxx. 11-14. 
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Christ, is open to all : the promises are free to all : the faculty 
of believing belongs to all, Jew and Greek alike, when once 
the blessed message has been conveyed to them. This neces- 
sitates nothing more than an authoritative ambassador for 
Christ — the apostolate to the nations, which is our glory ^. 

Jew. But Israel should have had their chance — should have 
known their danger ^. 

St. Paul. They did hear : they did know it. But they would 
not heed. The result is as the prophet anticipated. The out- 
cast world, the ' sinners of the Gentiles,' have in the faith of 
Christ taken the place of the chosen people ^. 

Jew. Well, then, Israel is rejected, and there is an end 
of it*. 

St. Paul. God forbid. There is a remnant, a faithful Israel, 
as in Elijah's time, larger perhaps than you suppose, still among 
the elect of God's love, by His free gift ^. If the rest have 
fallen into a blindness which is God's judgment on them, ac- 
cording to the warnings of prophet and the imprecations of 
psalmist, yet this judgment is not final or irreversible. The 
substitution of the Gentiles for the ancient people is meant to 
stimulate them by jealousy to accept God's love ®. 

On the one hand, as the present election of the Gentiles is 
meant to minister to the salvation of the Jews, so in itself and 
for them it is no ground of boasting, but an appeal to faith. 
God's vocation can only fulfil itself, in their case as in that of 
the Jews, through faith, through moral correspondence. On 
the other hand, the rejection of Israel only waits for their faith 
in order to be reversed ''. 

The end to which God works through the vicissitudes of His 
elections and His judgments is that all should be saved. The 
rejection of the Jews ministers to the salvation of the Gentiles, 
and the salvation of the Gentiles to the resuscitation of the 
Jews. God still sees in the ancient people the stamp of an 
imperishable vocation. Their rejection of God, like the old 

' A. 1-15. ^ See IT. 18, ig. ' w. 16-21. 

* xi. 1. ^ vv. 1-6. » vv. 7-12. ' vv. 13-24, 
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rejection of Him by the Gentiles in the days of their dis- 
obedience, is only a stage in the process which has for its aim 
that all should find mercy. Let us come together in a fresh 
access of adoration, as we contemplate together the unsearch- 
able ways of God : let us recognize our utter incapacity to 
suggest or control His counsels. 



This attempt to render St. Paul's argument is not by any 
means of verbal exactness, but it is hoped that it is a sufficient 
clue to the course of the thoughts. It will now be apparent 
that all the way through the argument St. Paul is thinking 
of ' election '"as God's choice of men in bodies to peculiar con- 
ditions of privilege and responsibility. The Jews were, in 
Athanasius' language, ' the sacred school of the knowledge of 
God and of the spiritual life to all nations.' When they con- 
verted the trust committed to them into an occasion for 
boasting and an irresponsible prerogative right to God's favour, 
so that they became an obstacle in God's way, instead of an 
instrument to His hands, they were rejected, and their place 
was taken by the catholic Church, but their rejection was 
only a new stage in the process of God's education, in order to 
reduce them to that state of humility in which again, in com- 
pany with ' their sisters Sodom and Samaria ^ ' they might 
become grateful recipients of the Divine compassion on a basis 
of faith. The end of St. Paul's argument thus shows unmis- 
takeably what sort of election is in his mind. With this in 
view we shall follow more easily its earlier stages. 

Thus in chapter ix he is asserting the freedom of God to 
choose His instruments as against any claim on man's part, 
either (i) to create or dictate his own vocation ; or (2) to 
retain it when he fails to correspond with its conditions. 

(i) Man cannot create or dictate his own vocation. Viewed 
externally, one class or nation has an infinitely higher and 
wider sphere of opportunity than another. Viewed internally, 

' Ez, xvi. 44-63- 
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as a matter of individual relation to God, there is doubtless 
no respect of persons. Each man is dealt with equally in 
view of his opportunities. There are first in privilege who 
shall be last in acceptance, and last in privilege who shall 
be first in acceptance. But viewed externally, as a matter 
of external privilege, one class is dealt with differently from 
another. One is high, another is low. And the selection 
of men for the various degrees of privilege, for the various 
parts they play in the drama of the world, lies absolut-ely in 
the inscrutable choice of God. 

{%) Thus man's responsibility does not lie in • the sphere 
of determining his duties and responsibilities, but in corre- 
sponding to them. As he cannot claim to create a vocation, 
so he cannot claim to retain it if he fails to correspond with 
it. Man's whole duty is summed up in the correspondence 
of faith with the vocation of God, in whatever sphere the 
Divine Wisdom assign to him. 

Now to refer to certain details : 

ix. 11-17. The absolute election of Jacob, — the 'loving' of 
Jacob and the ' hating ' of Esau, — ^has reference simply to the 
election of one to higher privileges as head of the chosen 
race, than the other. It has nothing to do with their eternal 
salvation. In the original, to which St. Paul is referring^, 
Esau is simply a synonym for Edom. 

ix. 17. 'It is not of him that willeth, nor of him that 
runneth," i. e. we cannot create or produce our vocations. The 
initiative lies far behind us in the Divine choice. (What we 
can do is to correspond.) 

ix. 17. The 'raising up' of Pharaoh is his introduction on 
the stage of history, cp. Is. xli. a ' who hath raised up one 
from the east ' {e^riyeipev, cf v. 35 eyo) be rjyeLpa tov cltto ^oppa). 
The reason why Pharaoh is chosen as an example of judicial 
hardening lies in the Divine will, and we cannot determine 
it. (But we have every reason to know that it is disobedience 
alone which is the condition of hardening. No man is 

' Mai. i. 2, 4. 
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created to be hardened, though his secret disobedience may 
lead to his being made a public example of God's judgment.) 

ix. 20. The metaphor of the clay and the potter does 
suggest God's absolute right to create men in view of His 
purposes for higher or lower vocations, and also His right 
to reject those who show themselves unfit for the vocations 
assigned to them. The unfitness, however, lies in the fact 
that man ofiers to God a moral material which will not 
mould to His purposes. Our vocation, our capacity, is created 
of God, but our malleability to His purposes is of our faith. 
There is no contradiction between the use of the metaphor 
here and in a Tim. ii. 30, ai. Cf. (for its original use) Jer. 
xviii. 6. 

ix. 30. All the argument from this point onward goes to 
emphasize that the cause of Israel's rejection was lack of 
faith, failure of correspondence. The argument taken to- 
gether leaves us 'without excuse' in maintaining either 
a partiality in God''s eternal regard of men ^, or an arbitra- 
riness in His rejection of men from the temporal or partial 
' elections ' by which He gradually works out His universal 
purpose^. 

' See xi. 32. " See xi. 20. 
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III. 

THE MATEEIALS FOE THE CRITICISM OF 
THE PESHITTO NEW TESTAMENT, WITH 
SPECIMENS OF THE SYRIAC MASSOEAH. 

[G. H. GWILLIAM.] 

' In orientalium ecclesiarum laudibus,' says J. Gildemeister^, 
' ponenda est assidua ac varia quam per medium aevum de 
librorum biblieorum verbis et forma adhibuerunt cura, eadem 
aetate qua per oceidentem critica studia prorsus iacebant.' 
But long before the days of Bar-Hebraeus, or even of tbe 
Syriac Massoretes, the science of preserving accurate texts of 
the Scriptui-es had reached a high standard of perfection. 
Many beautiful specimens from the Syrian libraries have 
survived to modern times ; descriptions of these may be read 
in various Catalogues ; the witness they bear to the Canon of 
the Syriac Church has been noted ; references may occasion- 
ally be found to their readings in the critical editions of the 
Greek Testament ; but hitherto no systematic and extensive use 
has been made of them towards the solution of problems con- 
nected with the text of the Syriac Version of the Holy Scriptures, 
its origin, and its history. And yet it is freely admitted that 
the Syriac is an important element in our Apparatus Criticus. 

The principles which will be laid down in the following 
pages apply as much to the case of the Old Testament as they 
do to that of the New. It wiU, however, be best to treat the 
two cases separately, for the two Testaments in the Peshitto ^ 
Version possibly stand in somewhat different relations to the 

' De lEvangg. in Arab, e Simp. Syr. transs. Comment. Academica, 1865. 
' This name does not occur in the titles or colophons of our old codices. 
By the earlier scholars it was written Peshito, and that form is adopted by 
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Hebrew and Greek originals. There is undoubtedly a differ- 
ence in the intervals of time by which the Peshitto Old 
Testament is separated from the Hebrew, and the New from 
the Greek : there were possibly many differences in the 
circumstances which led to the composition of each. It will 
be generally admitted that most, at all events, of the books 
which were subsequently included in the Peshitto New Testa- 
ment Canon, were translated at an early date directly from the 
Greek ; it is not so obvious that the Peshitto Old Testament 
was derived immediately from the Hebrew, without the inter- 
vention of a Targum or some ancient Version ^ ; and certainly 
(unless we accept the traditional account of its ante-Christian 
origin) the Peshitto Old Testament can hardly be called an 
early witness to the original Hebrew text. 

The arguments which were long ago stated and have been 
often repeated in proof of the early date of the Syriac New 
Testament, have still as much, and perhaps as little, force as 
they had in the times of Mill and of Michaelis ^. Demon- 
stration of the existence of the Peshitto at a period long 
anterior to Ephraim and Aphraates cannot indeed be given ; 
but the reasons alleged by the late Bishop of Durham ^ for 
accepting the antiquity of the Egyptian Versions apply in 

Dr. Payne Smith in the Tliesauras, as though from |l^uu>£, which seems to 
have been used as a kind of proper name. Thus in a GHoss on Matt. Ti. 24, 
quoted by Wiseman, Morae Syriacae, p. 223, from the Vatican Massoretio 
codex, we have, kflolu QJ!o)c» Uja» ^J <^/ .)Jcu^&j^ ) ^.^ a ^^^ — 
i.e. according to the Peshito (sic) Mmnuno, but according to the Greek 
Mmnunas — where I^^.^^aS in the masculine is used in apposition to )mJQ-. 
(mas.) Graecus. But if )l^ f|0 | vi , versio, be expressed or implied, then the 
form will be )V-^ . « °> ; and this we have expressed by Peshitto, in preference 
to PSshitta, and the like, as more convenient for ordinary use. 

• See J. A. Dathe's reply to S. R. Semler in Psaltenum Syriacum, 1768, 
Praef., p. xi seq., and for more recent views Tregelles' article in Bille Diet., 
Encycl. Brit. (W. B. Smith) xi. 600-1, 9th ed. 

" Nov. Test, dr., ed. Kiister, Proleg. 1237-40; Introduction, vol. II. u. vii. 
§§6-8, ed. Marsh, 1802. 

=■ In Scrivener's Introduction, pp. 371-3, ed. 1883. In comparing the 
Egyptian, the Latin, and the Syriac Versions (see Additional Note by W. S. 
in Studia BiUica, ii. p. 272), account should be taken of the character of 
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principle to the Syriac also. The doubts felt by certain critics 
are not about the existence of a Syriac vernacular before the 
days of Ephraim, but about the form of that ancient text. 
On this we shall have more to say as we proceed. Nor 
would any one now seriously contend for what some once 
supposed, that the Syriac was otherwise derived than directly 
from the Greek archetype ^. 

One hundred years ago Adler wrote as follows : — ' Optan- 
dum esset ut tum hie [i. e. the Vatican Tetraevangeliuni^ turn 
alii versionis Syriacae codices antiqui diligentius conferrentur, 
et novus deinde aecuratiorque ederetur contextus Syriacus^.' 
This 'contextus Syriacus' is practically the same as that 
which Widmanstadt first printed ^, although many variants 
were collected by Schaaf*. Forty years ago Wichelhaus* 
laid down the principles which should be adopted in a 
revision of the Peshitto ; but he was acquainted with only 
a tithe of the materials which are now available. Indeed 
these are so numerous that a description of all the Peshitto 
New Testament MSS. which are preserved in English and 
foreign libraries would far exceed the limits of this essay. 

the available texts, and the condition of the MSS,, as well as of the origin 
and literary history of each version. If the number and the antiquity of the 
MSS. of the Peshitto, and the certainty of the text, be compared with the 
diplomatic evidence for the 'Egyptian, the age of the MSS., the state of the text, 
aa shown in the admirable catalogue and selection of readings in Nov. Test. 
Oxon. 1889, Append. Ill (A. C. Headlam), pp. 182-90, the result will be 
found to be striking and suggestive. The condition of the Old Latin is well 
known to scholars. The critical value of the ancient versions is not in the 
nineteenth century (as it might once have been) uniform, when each is ' seen 
in connexion with a wider range of phenomena.' 

' E. g. Bengel thought the Syriac and the Coptic were influenced by the 
Latin. Michaelis, op. cit., ii. p. 550. 

^ Versiones Syriacae, p. 10. 

' Studia Biblica, 1885, p. 151. 

' Nov. Test. Syr., Leusden et Schaaf, 1708, p. 649 sqq. Many of those which he 
collected from editions are of little value. The readings quoted from Eapheleng 
(who used Cod. Col., cf. p. 88, u. 3), Gntbir and Tremellius are of Jacobite type. 
The earlier pages of the Syriac, Mt. i. i — Lk. xviii. 26 are pointed in Chaldee 
fashion, as Schaaf explains in his Preface. 

' De Nov. Test. Vers. Syr. Antiqua, 1850, pp. 230-5. 
VOL. III. E 
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I. 

A. Of first rank among the authorities for settling the text 
of the Peshitto New Testament are old dated copies of the 
various books, according to the Syriac Canon. Some of the 
most interesting of these MSS. are the following: — 

i. An Apostolus. This MS. contains all the Epistles 
of St. Paul, in the familiar order, including the Hebrews, 
and is one of the famous collection from the Nitrian desert, 
with which the British Museum was enriched more than 
forty years ago. A note a prima manu states that it was 
written at Urhoi ^ in Mesopotamia, in the year 845 — that is, of 
the ' Seleucid ' or ' Greek ' era ; in our era, 534. It is therefore 
one of the earliest of dated Biblical MSS.^ The name of the 
convent for which it was written seems to have been purposely 
efiaced, and at a later period it was in the hands of a Nestorian, 
who added many vowel marks and other signs. Another, a 
Jacobite no doubt, has affixed a few of the Greek vowels 
used by the Western Syrians. Thus this book shared the 
fate of many other Syriac MSS., and passed from one sect to 
another by purchase — possibly by plunder. But such ex- 
changes ai'e evidence that either sect regarded the other as 
possessing a vernacular Bible, which was substantially the 

' i»0(»of , the usual name in Syriac for lEdessa — see Tlies. Syr., col. 93 ; 
Euphrates Expectiiion (W. F. Ainsworth, 1888), i. p. 197 f. 

' In the British Museum there are also Codd. Add. 14,425 {Genetis, Exodus, 
Numbers, Deuteronomy, in the Pesliitto), A. D. 464, and Add. 14,445 (-DomcZ, 
in the Peshitto), a.d. 532, besides still earlier dated secular MSS., such as the 
famous Add. 12,150 — see Catalogue, vol. ii. p. 631. 

Michaelis feared that the dates of Syr. MSS. are unreliable, as they may 
have been copied, along with the text, by later scribes. But since his time 
(cf. Introduction, ed. Marsh, 1802, ii. part i. pp. 21, 22) the materials for 
determining the age of Syriac documents have been largely augmented. The 
style changed from century to century, and it may be affirmed that an 
inconsistent date would not impose on experts in Syriac palaeography. Adler 
(who himself had doubts about the age of the Florentine Tetraevangelium) 
has supplied in his facsimiles good evidence of the changes in Syriac writing. 
Of deliberate imitation in later centuries there do not seem to be many well- 
authenticated instances. In the case of Cod. Barber. Massoreticus, Wiseman 
{HoraeSyr.,j>. 198) contends that the date in the colophon (a. sr. 1404 = A.D. 
1093) ie doubtful, because the language lacks the marks of genuineness. 
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same as his own, and any emendations whieli were made 
were almost invariably confined to those differences of pro- 
nunciation which distinguish the Eastern, or Nestorian Syriac, 
from that of the West ^. 

[Catalogue of Syriac MSS. in British Museum, Pt. i. p. 86, 
Cod. Add. 14,479.] 

ii. This MS. contains only SS. Luhe and John^. It was 
written, in an Edessene hand, in the year 840, i.e. a.d. 53», 
the last word of the date being illegible. It may therefore 
be older than the last MS. by a year or two. St. Luke i. i 
begins on the verso, while St. John is finished on the recto, 
leaving blank pages to form the outsides of the book. The 
colophon is : — Here endeth the writing in this look, the two 
'Evangelists, Luke, John. 

[Brit. Mus. Cod. Add. 14,459, ^^^- 67-169 ; see Catalogue, 
pp. 67-8 ; Studia Bihlica, Oxford, 1885,^^0. VIII, p. 155. J 

iii. A Tetraevangelium, in the Vatican Library. Adler in 
Versiones Syriacae gives the colophon (with a specimen fac- 
simile) as follows: — 'Absolutus est liber mense Thamuz 
(Julio) anno 859 (Christi 548) in urbe Mesopotamiae Edessa. 
Exaravit autem hunc codicem suis sumptibus et gratia Dei, 

' This very ancient authority confirms the Peshitto rendering in Rom. ix. 5 — 
Christus secundum carnem, qui est Deus supra omnes — only reading *^,i. for 
'^.i.*, which does not affect the sense. In i Cor. v. 8 it has the remarkable 
variation from all Greek copies, ^DJO OJ? );.xn--> "(' = sed in fermento 
puritatis, etc. This Schaaf notices, but adopts );■ Va-^ = in azymo. In 
I Tim. iii. 16 it confirms the well-known reading of the Peshitto, omitting 
@ebs and proceeding v»^.^j», which gives either 6s or 8. In Heb. ii. 9 it 
has the ipse enim Deus per graiiam suam. 

^ It is not, however, the latter half of a Tetraevangelium, as the colophon 
quoted in the text shows ; and thus perhaps, by way of distinction, arose the not 
infrequent use of the term Tetraevangelium ( t Q «^^ o i >^ 1 vid. Thes. 
Syr., col, 1457) when the four Evangelists were collected into one volume. 
Some Greek Evangelia contain only three, or even two books — e. g. Evan. 300 
Mt, Mh, Lli, Evan. 304 and 146 Mt, Mh, Evan. 306 Mt, JTi, Evan. 145 IM, Jh, 
Evan. 243 Mt, Lie. 

Did the scribe of CuretorCs codex only intend to write Matthew, Marie, 
John, and afterwards add LuJce, time and vellum allowing a larger work? 
The order seems to be unique- — cf. Nov. Test. Tisch. Proleg. 137-8. 

E Z 
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quae ipsi adfuit, Frater Mar Eusebius Aramaeus pro sancto 
coenobio Thomae diebus coenarchiae Sergii, rel.' 

[S. E. Assemani, Bih. Vat. Cat., P. i. t. 3, p. 37 seq. ; Studia 

Bihlica, 1890, No. VI, p. 250, and frontispiece.] 
iv. A Tetraevangelium in tbe Laurentian Library, Florence, 
dated a. ge. 897 — i.e. a.d. 586. In a former paper I bave 
quoted tbe opinion of Dr. Ceriani, tbat there are no grounds 
for thinking, as did Adler, that the colophon, which gives the 
date, is not by the first hand. 

[Assemani, Cat. Biblioth. Mediceae ; Studia Biblica, 1890, 

p. 251 ; Adler, op. cit., pp. 11, 12.] 
V. The above-named codices are products of the Mono- 
physite branch of the Syriac Church : our next is a Nestorian 
codex, containing the four Gospels, written in what is known 
as Nestorian Estrangela, at Tel-Dinawar (where was a Nesto- 
rian college), in the district of Naarda ^, an episcopal city on 
the Euphrates, west of Bagdad, in the year a. d. 600. 

[Cat. Syr. MSS. in Brit. Mus., Pt. i. pp. 52, 53 ; Thesaurus 
Syriacus (P. Smith), col. 490 ; Wiltzsch, Randlooh of the 
Geography and Statistics of the Church (tr. by J. Leitch) 
vol. i. p. 487, for the Nestorian see of Naarda ; p. 498, for 
the Jacobite.] 
vi. Another Nestorian MS. of the Gospels, written at 
Nisibis in a.d. 61 5^ when MarMattai was head of the Nesto- 
rian college which had succeeded the earlier and now extinct 
school at Edessa. 

\_Brit. Mus. Cat., pp. ^'i,, 54; see also Etheridge's Syrian 

Churches, p. 43 ; Wichelhaus, op. cit., p. 138 seq.] 
vii. The Cod. Guelpherhytanus, which became the property 
of the Duke of Brunswick in 1663, and was deposited in the 
library at Wolfenbiittel, where, a century afterwards, it was 

» Also called Nearda, Netardea, and Nahardeir (Cellarii, Nolitiae Orlis 
Antiqui, ii. 439 ; Vaux in Diet, of CfreeJc and Roman Qeograpliy, s. v.; Ains- 
worth, op. cit., i. ch. 21, and App. 16), and identified with Beth Nuhadra, 
but wrongly, according to Wright in Cat. %»-. MSS. Brit. Mus. i. 53 n. At 
Nehardea («»nn:) was an ancient Jewish colony and a famous school of 
Hebrew critics ; see Dr. A. Neubauer's La QiograpMe vim Talmud, p. 350, 
and the same writer's paper in this volume, p. 24. 
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examined by P. J. Brans. It was written in the convent of 
Beth Chela 1, near Damascus, in the time of John, the Mono- 
physite Patriarch, and finished on 24th Dec, a.d. 634. 

\Annaleg Literarii, 178a, vol. ii ; Repert. fUr Biblische u. 
Morgenldndwohe Litt. xv, xvi, 1784-5 ; Cat. Codd. Orientt. 
Bib. Bres. et GiielpJi. (Fleischer et Ebert) pp. 76, 77 ; 
Hist. Bib. Guelph. (Bm-ckhard) ii. 3, pp. 236-7.] 
viii. The Cod. Add. 14,448, a Nestorian MS., containing 
the whole of the New Testament as received in the ancient 
Syriac Church^. The colophon is not quite distinct, hut 
Dr. Wright interpreted the date as ' the year one thousand 
and twelve, in the well-known era of the Greeks, which is of 
the Arabs eighty ; ' and this would give a. d. 699-700. 
[^Brit. Mtis. Cat., Pt. i. pp. 41, 43.] 
ix. The Nestorian New Testament, Cod. Add. 7157, dated 
A.D. 768. 

[Cat. MSS. Orient. Mus. Brit., 1838, P. I; Sttcdia Biblica, 
1890, p. 352.J 

B. The age of each of the foregoing MSS. is known, and, 
in the case of most, the origin and history also : some of those 
which follow are certainly older ^, although the particular 
decade in which they were written cannot be determined. 

X. Cod. Additionalis 14,459, foil. 1-66, containing SS. Matt. 
and Mark, was probably written about A. d. 450. 

[Studia Biblica, 1885, No. VIII.] 

' See Thes.Syr. (qnotingAssemani), col. 485, where it is spelled J|*» ^>*s. 
George, Abbot of Beth Chela, -was one of the many who signed the Reply of the 
Abbots of Arabia to the Orthodox Bishops, extant in Add. 14,602, a MS. not 
much, if at all, younger than Cod. Ouelph. Cf. Adler, p. 14, nn. 15, 16. 

' The twenty-two books of the Syiiac Canon were divided into three sets : 

A. The Holy Gospels ; B. The Acts, to which were appended the three 
Epistles, I Peter, James, I John ; C. The fourteen Epistles of St. Paul, often 
called )i.«««\i>' = Apostolus. In A and C the usual order prevails. In the 
Nestorian Massorah the sets are arranged as above, but in the Jacobite we find 

B, C, A. In Add. 14,470 the order is A, C, B. 

On the Antilegomena see Transactions of Boyal Irish Academy (J. Gwynn), 
vol. xxvii, 1886. 

' Cf. p. 50, II. 2, above. The many documents of which the age is indis- 
putable afford cidteria for judging of others. 
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xi. Cod. Add. i'j,t.i'], is apparently about as old, and con- 
tains the same Gospels. 

The next four may also be of the fifth century, but possibly 
belong to the early part of the sixth. 

xii. Cod. Add. J 4,47° '• a ^^- of singular interest, because 
it contains the whole of the Peshitto New Testament. There 
are others of later date which include as much ; this, from its 
antiquity, is perhaps unique. It is one of our chief authorities 
for the pericope which will be exhibited with annotations on 
a later page. The following readings are also worthy of note : 
— in Acts XX. a8 it has the )>-->*jo» o)L»:iX = Ecclesiam 
Christi ; in Rom. ix. 5, i Cor. v. 8, and i Tim. iii. i6, it sup- 
ports the readings of Add. 14,479 ; i^^ Heb. ii. 9 the words 
av.^ o))/^ -).^^ )o»^(' i»^5, = [ipse] enim Deus per gratiam suam 
pro are written over an erasure. 

xiii. Cod. Add. 14,453 : a Tetraevangelium. 

xiv. Cod. Add. 14,476: an Apostolus — i.e. the Fourteen 
Epistles of St. Paul. 

XV. Cod. Add. 14,480 : another Apostolus. 

[For X — XV see respective descriptions in Biit. Mus. Cat., 
1870, Pt. i. pp. 40-85.] 

xvi. Cod. Craiofordiamis I. This, with Crawf. 11^, were 
purchased by the late Earl of Crawford and Balcarres in 
London, but it is not now known whence, and under what 

' God. Crawf. II (No. 12), while of comparatively little value towards the 
settlement of the text of the Peshitto , is, from another point of view, of pecu- 
liar interest, because it contains the whole New Testament in Syriac — not only 
the books recognized in the Canon of the Peshitto, but also the Antilegomena. 
After a first examination, I was inclined to assign it to the same period as 
Add. 12,139, which was written at Antioch, A. D. looo. An earlier date was 
suggested by Dr. Neubauer, M. Duval, and Professor Guidi ; the two latter 
have only seen a photograph of the MS. Subsequently it was very carefully 
compared with several codices in the British Museum, of which the dates are 
known, by Dr. Gwynn, who also took the opinion of experts on the staff of the 
Museum. He is convinced that it is of the twelfth century, and is about to 
publish in full the version of the Apocalypse contained in it, which is distinct 
from the one usually printed in Syriac New Testaments. More about this MS. 
will be found in Transactions of the Royal Irish Academy, vol. xxviii. A se- 
lection of its readings in the four Minor Catholic Epistles has been published 
by Dr. Gwynn in Sermathena for 1890, 
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circumstances, they were brought thither. Crawf. J is without 
any indication of date or locality, but there can be no doubt 
that it is of the sixth century. It is a very handsome 
Tetraevangelium, and in excellent preservation. [Sttidia 
Biblica, 1890, p. 251. J 

It would be easy to double or treble the above list by 
adding other MSS. which, if somewhat younger and less pre- 
cious, are yet not inferior to those on which the text of 
many ancient authors now depends. The British Museum 
contains more than eighty copies of parts of the Peshitto New 
Testament, besides MSS. of the Old Testament and Psalters. 
In the Bodleian are the Jacobite Cod. Dawkinsiamis III, which 
is assigned to the ninth century, but may well be older ^, and 
the Nestorian Dawk. XXVII, which appears to be of the 
tenth century. Berlin has been enriched with a collection ^, 
which yet awaits the fuller description promised by Professor 
Sachau. It is almost certain that the convents of the East 
contain many treasures besides those which they have already 
yielded to the scholars of the West ; but it is most improbable 
that any research will discover copies of greater antiquity than 
the oldest of those with which we are already acquainted. 

C In connection with MSS. account should also be taken 
of the editions of the Peshitto published by the American 
Bible Society. The materials were collected by Dr. Justin 
Perkins, dm-ing his residence as a missionary amongst the 
(so called) Nestorian Christians of Persia ^. The first edition 
was printed at Urumiah, Nestorian Estrangela was used, 
and the Nestorian vowel system. Some of the readings 
which were adopted are now confirmed not only, as might 
be expected, by the Nestorian Massorah, which we are 
about to describe, but also by our early Jacobite MSS. of 
which Perkins could have known nothing. The American 

1 Studia Biblica, 1890, p. 251 ; for both MSS., Cat. Cod. Bod. (E. P. Smith) 
pars VI. 

' Kv/rzes Verzeichniss der Sachau' schen Sammlung syrischer Handschriften, 
von E. Sachau, 1885. 

' See Eiffht Tears in Persia, J. Perkins, 1843, and note on next page. 
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editors had access to ancient and valuable Nestorian evidence, 
and their work may occupy in our apparaUis criticus the 
place of a good Nestorian codex. In fact, it really represents 
the testimony of many codices of that class ^. 

II. 

What has been called ^ the KarkapJiendan Syriac is neither a 
distinct Version, as the Jerusalem, nor a revision of the Peshitto 
as the Philoxenian and its Heraclean modification, nor a codex, 
like the Curetonian, with remarkable affinities to the Peshitto, 
and at the same time many divergences from it ; but is a 
kind of Massorah — the attempt to preserve the best traditions 

' At the request of the Eev. E. W. Gilman, Corresponding Secretary of the 
American Bible Society, Dr. Isaac H. Hall has kindly noted some facts con- 
nected with the publication of the Syriac Bibles of that Society. From his 
communication I extract the following : — ' It is impossible now to tell just 
what MSS. were used in constructing the text of the Ancient Syriac New 
Testament of the American Bible Society. After having (through the kind- 
ness of Kev. H. M. Perkins, son of the late Rev. Justin Perkins, D.D.) looked 
through a number of sources not in print, I am fully of the opinion that no 
more information can be had with exactness than is conveyed in Dr. Perkins' 
Eight Years in Persia. ... It is absolutely certain that [the Editors] made 
the MSS. they found in the region the controlling element in settling the text. 
Of these there were many as old as the twelfth century — scarcely any younger ; 
and here and there one very much older. One was reported to be 1500 years 
old, which was used, but could not be borrowed. . . . One of [Dr. Perkins' 
MSS.], that now in Boston, is of the twelfth century, but was obtained, I be- 
lieve, by Dr. Asahel Grant. It is in Estrangela, like aU the old Nestorian 
MSS., and the Nestorian vowels in it are by a later hand. . . . Dr. Perkins 
yielded as much to native custom as purity permitted, yet with an eye to pro- 
gress, as a comparison of the Psalter of 1841 with the New Testament five 
years or so later will show. ... It is easy to account for Dr. Perkins' sUeuce 
as to the particular sources of his text, as also with respect to its peculiarities. 
It would not have done, at that time, for a man to have given any public 
prominence to text critical matters. . . . These remarks apply to the whole 
Oromiah Bible in Ancient Syiiac, though the Old Testament was not printed 
tUl some years after the New. ... The New York New Testament of 1874 
was intended to be a reprint of the Ancient Syriac of that Oromiah New Tes- 
tament [in Ancient and Modern Syi-iac, 1846], changing only in case of mis- 
prints. 21 Jan., 1888.' 

" With Dr. Scrivener's description (3 ed.,pp. 333-4) should be read Wright's 
remarks in Ilncyolopadia Britannica, vol. 22, ed. 1887, p. 826 and n. Adler 
{op. cit., p. 33) suspected the truth forty years before the researches of 
Wiseman— Aaeo Carcufensis nobis non versio diversa, sed codex quidam vul- 
galae versionis fidsse videtur. 
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of the orthography and pronunciation of the more important 
or difficult words of the Syriac vernacular Bible. Some 
variations of reading are noticed by the compilers, and the 
text which they have transcribed may be regarded as that 
which obtained their highest approbation ; but none of the 
MSS. which have survived with the records of their labours 
contain complete transcripts of the sacred books. The two 
specimens appended to this paper will show what may be 
gained by a study of the MSS. produced by the Syriac 
Massoretes. These MSS. are evidence for the Canon of Holy 
Scripture which was recognized in the Syriac schools^, and 
for the type of text which was prevalent ; but the usefulness 
of these works is rather for the philologist and grammarian 
than for the textual critic. 

The Syriac Massoretie MSS. are these : — 

i. CoA. Add. 13,138. It was written, according to a note 
appended apparently by the original scribe, at Harran, in the 
convent of St. Gabriel, also known as that of the Confessors, in 
the year laio, i.e. a. d. 899. It is a Nestorian work, in the 
handwriting of, and with the vowel points and accents em- 
ployed by, Nestorian scribes, and includes the Old and New 
Testaments. 

\Cat. Syr. MSS. Brit. Mus., Pt. i. pp. 101-108. Wiltzsch, ojo. 
cit., i. pp. 241, 497, for the Jacobite see of Harran ; p. 494, 
for the Nestorian ; c£ Ainsworth's Ecopedition, i. 204-5.] 

' For the New Testament the Massorah confirms the limitations of the 
Peshitto Canon. For the Old Testament the evidence is less satisfactory. 
The Canon almost coincides with that of the Hebrew Massoretes, but includes 
some of the Apocrypha, and in additions and omissions there are differences 
between the Nestorian and the Jacobite Massorahs : compare contents of (i) 
Add. 12,138, with (2) thoseoiAdd. 12,178, with which Codd.Vat. a,ndBarber. 
nearly agree, as described by Wright (B. M. Cat.) and by Wiseman, who justly 
remark s,' Omittuntur varii libri [Canonici et Deuterocanonici] fortasse quia voces 
nullae in ipsis occurrunt quae illustratione egeant' (op. cit, p. 217). Chronicles, 
Ezra, and Nehemiali seem to have been neglected by both schools, but, as Wise- 
man says, ' omnes certe sunt in Canone,' and for the iirst we have Add. 1 7,104, 
which contains i, 2 Chron. only, in a sixth century hand, a few leaves being lost. 

For the Syriac Apocrypha see Libri Yet. Test. Afocc. (P. de Lagarde), 
edited from Walton with Brit. Mus. MSS, 
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ii. The Cod. Vaticanus 15a. This is the MS. which was 
so fully described by Wiseman in his Horae Syriacae, p. 151 f. 
An epigraph states that it was written in the monastery 
of Mar Aaron, in Mount Shigara^ in the year 1291, i.e. 
A.D. 980. The text is furnished with the Greek vowels em- 
ployed by the Jacobite scribes, and the work represents the 
Western Syriac Massorah, a,?, Add. 12,138 the Eastern. 

iii. Add. 12,178. A Jacobite work, in all respects re- 
sembling the Vatican Massoretic codex. It includes the Old 
and New Testaments in the Peshitto, with the New Testament 
in the Heraclean, and is of the ninth or tenth century. 
{Cat. Brit. Mus., Pt. i. pp. 108-111.] 

iv. The Cod. Barierinus is another and similar work of 
the same school. It was described by Bianchini in Bvan- 
geliarium C^uadruplex, 1748, and afterwards more fully and 
accurately by Wiseman in op. cit., pp. 194-202. An epigraph 
states that the book belonged to the priest Daniel, of Beth- 
Sachre^, who was also its scribe. It is somewhat doubtful 
whether the date is 1400 = a.d. 1089, or 1404 = a.d. 1093. 
Wiseman, as we have seen, (p. 50, n. 2), thought this epigraph 
was hot a prima manu, and adds, ' potius antiquiorem codicem 
crederem, praesertim si litterarum formas spectare velimus.' 

V. Add. 7183 is also a Jacobite Massoretic work, and 
includes some ecclesiastical writings, as well as the books 
of the Bible. It seems to be of the early part of the twelfth 
century, and is very fully described in Catalogus Codd. Orientt. 
Mus. Brit. i. (Rosen & Forshall), pp. 64-71. 

' Or Sigara, or Singara (rd 'S.l-^yapa), the name of a city and its district, 
now Sinjar, east of the Mygdonius. Smith's Diet. Greek and Roman Geo- 
graphy; Wiltzsob, Atlas sacer (Gothae, 1843), Tab. iv. Like other sees 
already named, it was at one time under Jacobite, at another under Nestorian 
rule. See Wiltzsch, Statistics, i. § 153 and note, and § 334 and note. 

' So Wiseman transliterates ) ;m.cd h-.*s, and (p. 1 98, n.) identifies it with a place 
near Nineveh, doubtless the same as the Beth Sacheraye in Thes. Syr., col. 491, 
a place mentioned in a note dated a. d. 1272, appended to Cod. Add. 21,210, 
a MS. which was in a.d. 1242 in the Church of St. Thomas at Mosul, and 
contains, inter alia, n discourse by Eabban Daniel on the distinction between 
the Chrism and the Eucharist. Cat. B. M., ii. pp. 879, 881-2. 
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vi. The BilliotJieque Natimiale of Paris possesses a Massoretic 
MS. of the eleventh century. ' II s'accorde entierement avec 
le MS. Vat. N°. 152.' 

[Cat. des M8S. Si/r. de la Bib. Nat. (H. Zotenberg), N". 64.] 

vii. M. L'Abbe Martin mentions another, of the year 
A. D. 1015, which is now in the Cathedral of Mosul ^. 

[Critique Textiielle du N. T., Partie Tkeoric[ne, p. 291.] 

There are also other Massoretic codices in the British 
Museum, but they are on a smaller scale, and some of them 
contain only a few books of the Bible. 

The extracts which are appended to this essay are fair speci- 
mens of the text of the Syriae Massorah. Besides the marginal 
notes of grammar and pronunciation which are there exhibited, 
readings are sometimes quoted in the Vatican and Barherini 
MSS., and in Add. 12,178, under references which are un- 
doubtedly to certain eminent critics. Of such men Sergius, 
Philoxenus, and others are quoted by name ; also one Sabba, 
whom we may identify with Deacon Sabba of Espeklis ^ (the 
convent Specula near Reshaina), the famous scribe 'who did 
not make a blotted h\ in the whole Testament.' He copied 
MSS. in the first half of the eighth century ^, and, as M. Duval 
has shown *, his name is associated with the scribe Tubhana 
Santa ().^ii»), or, if the strange form be not an error, Satana — 

' This MS., Prof. Guidi informs me, is probably the original of a Massoretic 
MS., now in the library of the Propaganda {Museo Borgiano), which he describes 
as ' una copia recentissima di un oodice Karkafense di Mossoul.' 

2 .r^.'^nOkm ^ There are several forms of the name (TAes. Sj/r., col. 2706). 
The editor of Cat. Brit. Mus. (iii. p. 1263) writes 'the Specula or Watch- 
tower ? ' but the Syriae, no doubt, represents the Latin word, or some Greoized 
form of it. So Land, quoted in Thes. Syr., col. 316. 

■' E.g. Add. 14,430 (i Kings, Fesh.), A. or. 1035 = a.d. 724, Add. 12,135 
(pt. of Ezekiel, PeA.), A. OK- 1037. To the latter is appended a note, which 
shows that the codex was originally the last of a complete Testament, and 
contains the above-quoted boast, »a:s. J) |^&s^f m^^A.3 ).aa.> >n j olo 

* Journal Asiatique, 1884, p. 560, arguing from a passage in Bar Bahluli 
Lex. Syro-Arab., which is quoted (from the MS.) in Thes. Syr., col. 2677. See 
also Stade's Zeitsch.f. d. Altt. Wissensch. (G. Hoffmann), 1881, p. 159; Syr. 
lit. (Wright) in Encyclop. Brit., 9th ed., p. 826. 
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U^. To this scribe, or to some other Tubhana, must the 
references be which are made under the term U^cu^, or its 
abbreviation a^. Wiseman^ thought that Usot{ referred to 
the Peshitto, but his conclusion was drawn from mere coin- 
cidences between the quotations and the form of Peshitto text 
which he employed. While these coincidences are indisput- 
able, there remains the difEculty that no evidence has been 
adduced that the Peshitto was known as the Tubhana^ 

On the margin oi Add. 12,178 there are some references in 
this form, Joo woi' ^.ax>sj9 ^ «yK one of the Karhaphayee used 
to say. The same proper name occurs in the adjectival form 
JV-.ai>jj5 in the titles of Codd. Vatic. 15a and Add. 7 1 83. Hence 
the well-known designation of this form of text^, but it 
really belongs to one of the sources of the Massorah, and does 
not connote the whole class of Massoretic MSS. MiiUer' s ^ 
explanation was : — ' Carcufense exemplar nomen habet ab 
oppido Carcuf, quod Syri vao;_o, Arabes ^yj^ vocabant. Erat 
Mesopotamiae urbs.' Adler refers to Herbelot * s. v. Carcub, 
as though he would identify the town with one of which the 
name is also spelled Corcub, and Carcoub, in the province 
of Ahwaz^- This district was not without literary fame in 
other departments, but is too far eastwards to have been 
the home of the Syriac Massorah. Even the Nestorian 
Massoretic codex [Add. 12,138) was written at Harran. 
Miiller's derivation from a proper name is nearer the truth 
than Assemani's translation Montana, as though it were the 
Version peculiar to the Highlanders. CasteU adopts the 

' Op. cii., pp. 158 n. 14, 224. Jj^QjJ =beatu3, and is often used as a mere 
title ; of. our gallant, learned. In Thes. Syr., col. 1439, are many examples 
of its use for all classes of people, but none of its use to designate writings. 

^ Versio Karkaphensis has been repeated by subsequent writers from 
J. S. Assemani {Bib. Orient, ii. 283), who quotes from Bar-Hebraeus ; see 
Wiseinan, op. cit., p. 149. 

" Andreae Mulleri Dissertationes, 1673, p. 40, referring to scholia of Bar- 
Hebraeus on PsB. lo'j. 2^, 136. 1. 

' Earth. d'Herbelot, Bihlioihique Orientale, i. pp. 130, 506 ; of. Aubfedae 
Tabulae Geographicae (H. F. Wustenfeld), pp. 26, 27. 

' See Qtographie Universelle (Y. de Saint Mai-tin), i. 40 ; Herbelot, 
op. cit., i. 131. 
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same rendering, but this meaning is very doubtfuP. The 
adjective occurs in Matthew xxvii. 33, and the parallel 
passages, as a translation of Kpavlov, and this seems to be its 
proper meaning^. It would be analogous to other names of 
monasteries ^ that there should be one called ' the Skull ' from 
its situation on a skull-shaped hill-top, and then |fcw.ajstjs, 
Karkaphensian, would indicate the form of text which was 
favom-ed in the Scriptorium of the Skull. Assemani in 
Bibliotheca Orientalis, vol. ii. p. 78, alluding to a MS.* of 
Petrus Junior of Antioeh, which contains part of his Adv. 
Bamianum, says that this copy was written for 'the Monks 
of Karkapheta of the Magdalayee,' which, however, he trans- 
lates Montis Magdalorum. Magdal is mentioned by Bar 
Hebraeus ^ in connection with certain transactions in the 
year ofthe Arabs 577 (=a.d. i\%i.-cii),'Arahan &nA Magdal &ndi 
other places of [the district of] the Chaloura ^' which flows by 
Reshaina''. Another allusion to the Skull Convent is found 
in a note, dated a.d. 839, in a fragment of a Philosophical 

' Assemani, I.e.; Ed. CastelK Lex. Syr., 1788, p. 835. 

' Cf. Buxtorfii Lex. Chald. el Sahh., s.v. flpTp, i.e. caput, col. 2151. 

' Cf. Specula Convent, p. 59 above. There may have been a village Karka- 
phata, as there was an Eagle's Nest Convent (cf. Add. 14,726, fol. 59), and a 
town of the same name — ]^-L.»^o ^ ; ■ I f>, Add, 14,591, fol. 139. Near 
TeUa was Quarry Convent, TJies. Syr., col. 3190. Ladder Convent is men- 
tioned in Add. 18,295 (cf. Thes. Syr., col. 2504), no doubt deriving its name 
from the mode of access to it, and in Add. 14,602 (fol. 82 a), ILix^jso; )».,» 
= Domus Umbrarum. In Add. 17,110, fol. 76, we have mention of ^i.ucu 
^.V.f>ei,;;. )u»j.j»J5 \^( fi«.a*«o, 'John and Chacim, brethren, priests, 
Spekelayee,' i.e. of Specula Convent, analogous to the meaning assigned above 
to Karkaphayee. 

* Described as Codex CVIII in the Billioth. Vaticanae MSS. Catal. iii. 70. 

" Chronicon, Dynast. X, 385 (Bruns et Kirsch). In the Paris (1890) 
Edition, p. 358, we have for .)>=>i».^ (Araban) the form yloi^SJ-, which 
approximates to ^;J^ {TAes. Syr., col. 2986) nomen viei et regionis Turab- 
dinensis. This would be another connection with the Upper Chaboras. 

» Or Chaboras, the Habor of the 0. T., also known as the Araxes. For this, 
and the above-named towns, see AinswortA, i. ch. 12. 

' Also caDed Theodosiopolis, and marked on modem maps as Ras el Aina. 
It was a place of importance in Syriac literature, for the name often occurs in 
colophons and notes of MSS. 
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■work ^, the note stating that the book was written in the 
Convent Karkapheta, for Ishai bar Chabib of Ramni near 
Mardin. Mardin was north of Reshaina, and nearer to the 
region which from the number of its convents was called 
Tur-Abdin, the Mount of [God's] Servants. L'Abbe Martin^ 
thinks we should look in the neighbourhood of Amid for the 
site of the SkuU Convent : the allusions which we have 
quoted rather suggest a site further south, the district of 
the Chaboura, and the neighbourhood of Reshaina ; but the 
precise locality cannot be determined. 

It may be regarded as accidental that only one of the 
extant Massoretic MSS. the first which we have described, 
belongs to the Nestorian school. Although it does not 
exhibit those marginal notes and references to critics which 
abound in the Vatican, the Barherini, and the Add. 12,178 
manuscripts, yet it is a work of such extent and completeness 
as to show that Massoretic studies were as much followed 
amongst the Nestorians as amongst the Jacobites, and 
certainly as early as the conclusion of the ninth century. 
The oldest Jacobite copy, Add. 12,178, is perhaps not much 
younger than the Nestorian Massoretic codex : we have already 
seen (pp. 59) 60) that the Karhaphayee and others are referred 
to in it as earlier labourers in the same field. Still more signifi- 
cant is the use of the word jlni^nNavi. This was rendered by 
Wiseman, Venio (lior. Syr,, 156 and n.). He chiefly relies on 
the use of the word in the title of the Syriac translation of the 
LXX from the Hexaplar ^ ; but even there )lni vi\«v» need not 
denote more than tradition, which is its proper meaning* — 
the form of text as handed down through the Seventy. The 

• It is now foil. 6 and 6 of Add. 17,125 ; see Catalogue, p. 1164, col. 2. 

' Critique Textuelle,-p. 285; but Professor Hof&naim in Zeit. d. Morgenl. 
Gesellsch. XXXII, 1878, p. 745, contends that Karkaphatha was ' bei der Stadt 
Maghdal am Habhora Fluss.' 

» See Cod. Syr.-Bexap. Amir. -Medial. (Norberg), 1787; Monum. Sac. et 
Prof. (Ceriani), t. i. fas. i. 

' Nomenclaior Syriacus (Ferrarius), col. 351 ; cf. Matt. xv. 2 etc. Fesh. and 
Heracl. 
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usual term for Version is )^.oaiv>. So we read in the colophon 
of Add. 12,178, boolL? )^Q.a.va ^{o •.)l^.<ut3 jlS.jiA:»s ^] 
• ^*^^»- \The vowels etc.], according to tJie Peshitto Version 
and according to the Version of Thomas of Charkel'^. On the 
other hand jl ci i fiS . v. is used in Add. 12,138 in the title of 
an appendix, HaaiBl* Uiiij jloijoX*.-!©, which can only mean, 
' Traditions of the Masters of the Schools.' We conclude that 
the title employed in some copies of the Syriac Massorah was 
intended to imply that the work was a record of labours 
pursued long before the actual dates of the copies. 

While we cannot at present point out the particular 
college in which Massoretic studies were first pursued, or 
indicate with certainty who was their author, yet some names 
may be mentioned as those of critics who must have had a 
share in the work, more or less direct. Two centuries before 
Add. 12,138 was written, grammatical and philological studies 
were sedulously pursued and promoted at Edessa by Jacob, 
who, after a long episcopacy, died in 710^. At Nisibis the 
rector of the school during many years of the sixth century 
was Joseph Huzita: it has been thought that he was the 
founder of the Massoretic art in that city^. Again, the 
Tract which forms part oi Add. 12,178 * suggests a connection 
between these criticisms and the labours of one Thomas the 
Deacon. Perhaps this was the well-known Thomas Heracle- 
ensis*. Or perhaps Thomas of Edessa is intended^, the 

' So Bar-Heb. Hw. Myst. ap. Ceriani, op. cit., p. iv, |LaJcL«? It- O ^ V>, 
which Dr. C. renders Editio Graecorum. Quoting a colophon of the Cod. 
Anibros. he renders )) <- « s>\\- <« by textus. Other terms are ifi i*.*^ = inter- 
pretari, and j-^^ ( = transferre. But see note on " " ■'j^V »>« in Cat. 
Codd. Bib. Bod. (E. Payne Smith) pars VI, p. 87, nota h. 

* So Bickell, Conspectus Set Syr. lAterariae, p. 41, and cf. Hist. Artis 
Gram. ap. Syros (Ad. Merx), cap. iv. There are some variations in the 
dates assigned to Jacob's consecration and death. His Letter to George of 
Serug Is appended to the Massorah in Add. 7183 ; see Mar- Jacob on Syriac 
Orthography (G. Phillips), 1869. 

' So Merx, op. cit, cap. iii. 

' With the title U-mX\ ■ V> |c>3oil^ ^.«~i\? ]Ko<Lj1 ]eHA^. 

" This is suggested, but dubiously, in Brit. Miis. Cat., p. no. 

,« So L'Abb^ Martin, op. cit., p. 286. To this author is due the credit of 
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teacher of Mar Abbas, who was elected (Nestorian) Catho- 
licus in ^'^6. Subsequently Thomas embraced his pupil's 
Nestorianism, and was associated with him in literary work 
during the first half of the sixth century ^. 

Whatever may be the date of the birth of the Syriac 
Massorah, it is indisputable that it had attained maturity in 
the century which succeeded the era of the youngest of our 
best copies of the Peshitto ^. It wiU foUow therefore that 
the significance of these traditions to the modem critic is 
different from that of the Hebrew Massorah. To this we owe 
all our knowledge of the form of the Jewish Scriptures^, 
except in so far as ancient versions modify the verdict of the 
Massoretic MSS. But the Syriac Massorah is younger than 
our oldest copies of the Syriac Bible, and the Massorah with 
the MSS. of all ages support and supplement one another. 
The Syriac Massorah was suggested by the Jewish* ; it had its 
birth in the same country^; it was designed for similar 

having carefully studied our present subject twenty years ago. See hia Tradition 
Karkaphienne, ou la Massore chez les Syriens, and other Essays. 

' Dr. Gwyun in Dictionary of Christian Biography, iv. p. 1013. 

' There are many interesting copies of comparatively late date, such as 
Crawf. II (p. 54 above), but, if we apply to Syriac the rules of criticism laid 
down by some writers — see, e. g. G-reeJc Test. (Alford), ed. 1874, Proleg. VI. 
i. 24-29 — their testimony is of little worth. Yet in Academy (July, 1890) 
Professor Sanday recognizes the value of diplomatic evidence of all ages in de- 
termining the archetypal text. However, in the case of the Peshitto, the 
question need not be discussed, for we possess so many ancient copies of it that 
we can afford to disregard all which are later than the somewhat remarkable 
eighth century MS., Add. 14,456, or the Nestorian New Testament of A. D. 758, 
Add. 7157. 

' Dr. Neubauer's paper in this vol. ; Thrupp in Bible Did. ii. p. 608. The 
oldest Hebrew Old Testament MS. is said to be the Cod. Bdbylonicus of 
A.D. 916, so that even the most ancient is subsequent to the Hebrew Massorah. 

* For the Syrians were not so much inventors, as imitators and improvers. 
For example, in criticism they adopted and expanded the harmonistic system 
of Eusebius (Stud. Bib., 1890, No. VIII), in writing a MS. they imitated the 
forms and words of the Greek scribes (cf. Wright in B. M. Cat., Pref., xxvii), 
their liturgical terminology is largely Greek. Yet, strangely enough, it has 
been argued (see Mr. Harris' interesting article Massorah in Jew. Q. R. i. ; 
Encyclop. Brit., 9th ed., xi. 600) that the Hebrew Massorah owed much to the 
Syriac. It is almost certain that the contrary was the fact. 

' One of the centres of Nestorian Church life in the sixth and seventh cen- 
turies, Naarda, had, at an earlier period, been the seat of a famous Eabbinical 
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purposes ; it even had a double recension, eastern and western, 
like its Jewish prototype ; but, owing to more favourable cir- 
cumstances, we do not depend upon it for our Peshitto text, 
although it has a great value in questions of pronunciation, 
of accentuation, and of interpunetion. 

III. 

A. Besides copies of the Peshitto, we have, if such aid were 
required, Versions in Arabic and in Persian^, which, in part, 
at least, are direct translations from the Syriac. At one 
time it was supposed that emendations of the Peshitto text 
might be successfully made by the help of the Versions ^, but 
there is no need now to seek evidence in that direction, for 
there are in our hands, through later discoveries, copies of the 
original Syriac, which are not only older than the copies of 
the Versions of it, bat which were written before the Versions 
themselves were made. Thus the case is different from that 
of many ancient documents, in the criticism of which Ver- 
sions are often of paramount importance. 

B. Again, if native works of the second and third centmies 
had survived to our day, we should possess materials which 
might possibly aflFord the same supplement to the evidence 
for the Peshitto text which quotations in the most ancient 
Latin Church writers afford to the Old Latin. In the fourth 
century we have Aphraates ^ and Ephraim *. Their many 
quotations from the Scriptures are useful as evidence of the 

school. Cf. p. 52 n. above ; Etheridge's Hebrew Literature, p. 154 ; Buxtorfii 
Lex. Chald. etBahh., col. 1313. At Nisibis also was a large colony of Jews 
and a School. — Neubauer (GeograpMe), p. 370. 

' Eeuss, History of Scriptures of New Test. (tr. Houghton, 1884), §§ 437, 
441 ; Bleek, Mnleitung in das Neue Test., 1886, §§ 281, 282. An Arabic 
Version in parallel columns with the Peshitto {Add. 14,467 is a part of the 
work) is described by J. Gildemeister, op. cit., pp. 3-6. 

^ Cf. Wichelhaus, op. cii(.,p. 229; Michaelis, op. cif., vol. II, ch. vii, § 3. 

^ Somiliae [ejusl inter annos 337 et 345 conscripifae, Bickell, op. cit., p. 18. 

* Bom about 308, died 373 — Bichell 1. u. ; Did. Christian Biography, ». v. 
For St. Bphraim's quotations see Mr. Wood's paper in this volume— a valuable 
addition to our knowledge of the text employed by that Father — and, 
especially for the Old Testament, G-. Z. Spohn's GoUatio Ver. Syr. c. S. Eph. 
Commentario; Lengerke's Commeutatio de Eph. S.S. interprete ; A. Pohlman's 
S. Eph. Commentariormn Commeniatio. 
VOL. III. F 
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characteristics of the translations which they employed ; but, 
like other early writers, they did not aim at strict accuracy of 
reference, so that their citations have no claim to overrule the 
verdict of the most ancient codices ; for these in actual age 
approximate to the times of Ephraim and Aphraates, while 
they are the representatives of a text which was at least cur- 
rent in the days of those writers. It ought to be unnecessary 
to repeat that exemplars are witnesses to texts which are older 
than the leaves of the codices. There are no grounds what- 
ever for the suspicion that such MSS. as^^i. 14,459 or i?;"? 
belong to the ' first edition,' so to speak, of the Peshitto. If 
therefore they are copies, then was the Peshitto either published 
between the death of St. Ephraim and the middle of the fifth 
century, or else it was known to the writer and used by him. 

In deciding between conflicting hypotheses, that must 
always be preferred which presents the fewest difficulties. 
And the difiieulties involved in the supposition that the 
Peshitto is subsequent to the days of Mar Ephraim are 
certainly many. It leaves unexplained the close affinities 
(in spite of some divergences) between the Version used by 
Ephraim and Aphraates and the Peshitto of the fifth centuiy 
— the absence of any trace of the rise of the Peshitto imme- 
diately before the oldest copies were made — the disappearance 
of every MS. of the Ante-Peshitto. To judge from the prac- 
tice of the scribes in the seventh century, who copied both 
the Peshitto and the Heraclean revision of it, it would be 
reasonable to expect to find copies of the Ante-Peshitto as 
well as of the Peshitto itself. Only one codex has ever been 
claimed as a representative of the former type of text. But 
unfortunately AM. 14,451 lacks those details of origin and 
locality out of which, in conjunction with the probable date 
of the MS., the history of the text might be constructed 1. 

The conclusion is, that in our oldest Peshitto MSS. we can 
read the New Testament as it was known to the Syrians of 

' ' In order to recover the true text of any ancient document, it is necessary 
first to know its history.' — Studia Bihlica, ii. p. 240, Note by W. S. 
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the fourth ceatury. We do not require to correct our text 
by quotations, and still less would there be any excuse now for 
those conjectural emendations which were proposed by some 
critics before the present diplomatic evidence was available 1. 

IV. 

The ancient codices which we have enumerated represent 
each of the two great divisions of Syrian Christendom. At a 
later period Nestorian'' MSS. presented marked characteristics, 
partly in readings, still more in vowel-marks, and in hand- 
writing and ornamentation. Many of the differences in read- 
ing which have been noted are due, however, to the circum- 
stance that the Jacobite MSS. with which the Eastern copies 
were compared were older, and preserved an older text for 
the most part. Some of the oldest Non-Nestorian copies 
are indeed so ancient, e. g. Add,, 14,459 ^'^^ ^7>'^^7 (PP- 53^ 54 
above), that they may fairly be claimed as representatives of 
the undivided Syrian Church. In the sixth and following 
centuries the schism was completed, and between the Eastern 

' Emendations wMoh are defended principally because they conform the 
Syriao to the Greek (such as some in Text, Ver. Simp. coll. c. duobus MSiS. Bodl., 
E. Jones, 1805, and some quoted in Schaaf a Appendix) would be desirable in a 
missionary publication, but for critical purposes the Peshitto must rest on the 
authority of its own MSS. There are no doubt cases where a trivial change in the 
Syriac characters would produce a preferable reading. Such are — in Mat. viii. 4 
} "^ "^ Q^P^') for f 'CT"*^ (lepdai) ; in Mat. ix. 36 ».•**', which better re- 
pi'esents the l/i/n/t^ci/oi, for ^ ;jk ; in Luke ii. 10 }vi'^ (to) KaSi) for )>«\^ 
(world) ; in Luke ii. 30 tfju,^ (tIi ffcarripiSv aov) for ■« llm (thy mercy), and many 
others ; but they are against diplomatic evidence. To all such changes, 
whether in the Peshitto or the Greek, Wichelhaus' canon will apply, Critici et 
Editoris est talem textum servare qualis in libris reperitur — op. cit., p. 228. 

' This term is sometimes applied (but inaccurately) rather to the style of 
writing than to the type of text — see Wright in Cat. Brit. Mus. iii. Pref. 
p. xxxi. II. The designations Jacobite and Nestorian are neither strictly accu- 
rate nor always applicable. In the earlier periods there was no well-defined 
local boundary between the sects. At the present day it is doubtful how far 
the original theological distinctions still prevail, and whether the ancient 
Churches of the East are in actual as they certainly are in formal heresy. 
With Walton's sympathetic words (quoted in Scrivener, p. 312 n) compare 
Some Notes of Travel (Trench) ; Review and Correspondence in Guardian, 
June and July, 1890 ; Kiley's Visit to Assyrian Christians. 
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and Western copies of those times differences may be dis- 
covered which point to different streams of tradition in the 
monasteries, while the text itself is undoubtedly the same. 
The following pages afford a specimen of such variations, 
those, namely, which are found in the earliest copies, and 
which relate almost exclusively to the consonants of the 

unpointed text. 

ST. MARK I-V. 

.u^o.;^ •otJi us)L^ \j{ itM-is> Jot? .L>^j |u.^jk|L3 >A<V-ot ^< 

WESTERN OB JACOBITE READINGS. | EASTBKN OR NESTORIAN READINGS. 

)o( = tfiou (in cod. 8 » added). joij, i.e. on li>ov, to introduce 

I quotation. 



•V* 



>owo»^<^3 ^?a33 »s .^fio^kS >oo»2^ ]oo) . sriNN ao 



iJJJCUS^fl' Tw 'lopSaur; ; SO 8, 

first hand. 
6 .J.S? l*=>?o 

Most old MSS. cxl^aajoo {et 
cibus ejus) scriptio defectiva. 



+ J»oM = noTajj-a ; SO 8, later 
hand. 
|-:<Lo loot om1^( otlb^Q.s)ooo 
o(l^ii.ci3|ooo, scriptio plena, the 
more grammatical form ; cf. 
Thes. Syr. (R. Payne Smith), 
col. i8i. 

■ xotnlfin v» ko'^^ ]i*.} vO»^U? \j( jajk- V? oot 



|> (Pea?)=Kij\/ras — lit., that 
I should stoop. 



.o»^M? {Etlipeal), and in several 
copies of the other class. 



Of the form in the Peal conjugation no example is given in the 
Thesaurus. Perhaps it is archaic, and was modernized in some 
copies, and by the Easterns. But the sense is the same. 

.aoo-.j^j/ or aajjj.)/ [Andreio), ^asoliw/, so codd. 8 23. 

and ver. 29. 

The spelling of proper names is often varied in different places 
of the same MS. 

/ yi-^ )t».i.* ° i m *> := fV TO) om. eV TM irXoia) ; SO 8 by erasure. 

TrXotCO {JLGTa TWV [JLt(TdcOTS>V. 



"^JV. = elcrnopewTat ; SO some 
Jacobite copies ; see variants 
in Tischendorf. 

' In quoting passages for the reader's convenience liere and below, it ia not 
intended to express a final judgment on the text. 



O N V = elcrwopeiovTOi ; SO the 

American (Nestorian) Edition. 
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in quo est spiritus immundus 
— historical present tense. 



o).2> )oo) fcs-J? — in qiM erat — I- 23 
marking distinctly the past 
tense. A revised reading. 



)li°iSa. \jo>=:haec discivlina. 



27 



Ifcs*-/ , without avTTjs, and appar- 
ently adapted to the Greek. 

o»a;i^O)l v>:=:dn'' avTov fj Xtnpa. 



31 



42 



|j o) U° i \ cu = disci2>lina haec. 

0)k>Jk.( =0 nvperbs airrjs, but SOme 

copies — e.g. 15,21 — favour the 
other class. 

OhL^ o^«^=^ XeVpa diT avTOV. 

The Jacobite and Nestorian readings correspond to variants in 
the Greek : see the editions of Tischendorf and others. 0*3 ♦^j v\?ith 
o), might represent ^ XfTrpa auToC, if in ver. 31 o>%.it.i ::=6 nvpcTos avTrjs. 

,Ur*-io o>3 ]oo< ]l^3); ).ffi;J^X ota^jk.o II. 4 

),flB^ii.=Toi' KpdppaTov. 1 I'fo.^.!^ (so cod. 21), to express 

I distinctly the objective case. 

.jl^o ■~''^\ I'^^^o tiY>T VI jp.^ ox:a3 •.>«o)0»>, > n \ t.^ o;.io( 



For ((rBioVTa, ■'■">-'^« ; for ia-BUi 



»inN\» andifitti^, using the same 
Syriac for the one Greek verb. 



.~.vN. is to take food, and therefore specially appropriate here, 
while ^^/ is to eat figuratively as well as literally. 



.jbO .0001 



r^j 



jLa^»SK 



• cu; 



<> i#OtO«.iCA 



^^>.L 



IS 



^fKoi Tjcrav] 01 pa6r]Ta\ 'laidvvov 

Kol oi ^apuToioij but m the 
latter half of the ver. )ui-.»3?o 
= 01 rmv ^apia-aicov. 



]uft.*^9 0:=0£ T6Jj^ ^aptcra/coi/inboth 

places; so codd. 21 23. The 
variants, as in I. 21,42, corre- 
spond to those in the Greek. 



transposed, .otiJso )j1^; so 21 

by erasure. 



cf>ios. 



The Western reading follows the order of the Greek, but the 
Eastern is perhaps a better Syriac order. 
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III. 28 .vOoii. ycmstsjo U i* ' -* v'^N^? l3»°^« )c»i— v*"*^' 

Yioi T<i>v avdpdTrav is in oldest MSS. usually expressed by Uj( wJ^, 
as here cod. 40 : in later copies, and in the Nestorian, usually by 
}ffi.;,-> ; but there is much inconsistency. In the Eastern MSS. are 
found the defective forms '^ and '^i^, but not exclusively, 
while "^as and^a^ are somewhat more frequent in the older 
Jacobite copies. So )j/ ^jo/ and jowc/, ^ ^»=>( and ^*s>(, 
and other full or contracted forms are used indifferently in MSS. 
of both classes and all ages. 

35 •]ei^h oU^. fSiiJ? ;*^ ^ 



IV. 5 



Most copies transpose, 
•.ik^(var. lect. f.^?) (^.V;? ^>3. 

\^il Is^i \a, I ={\it.) where no 
earth. See also i. 23 above. 



in exact order of the Greek. 

.bs^x> )^>/ loot 1^.«X? \a^( 

\^i! )oo) K-.^^? U^^i = where 
there was no earth — conformed 
to the context. 



For Tfdfi and iTnTeBjj, n.,».mt«->. 
See Thes. Syr., col. 2560; 
Nestle, Syr. Gr. (1889), 46b 
and note 7. 



33 



yi . ml!^, an orthographical 
correction, found also in some 
Jacobite MSS. 

.>»wajk. .oo)Vi\ jooi '^'^^^ 



tCoi.ViN ''^OA^ = 'irjaovs avTois 

(18 om. yOo>.'ft.v). 

This transposition is the reverse of that in ii. 20; there the 
Western has the objective case first, here the Eastern. Both add 
'Irjaovs, which is not in the original. 

40 .Uao) tol^/ ^'l^^cutt UvN, 

^o)=ovTa>. I ILuot ; emphatic form. 

The two forms differ little in meaning — see examples in Thes, 
Syr., col. 1007 — but from the usus of the Peshitto N.T. the Nes- 
torian form would seem to be a correction. See Schaaf's Lex. Syr. 
Concord., p. 131. 



V. 27 



OMt- o-'W lb<.:&w>o o)«]^.£fi:» ^ Uja? )^=u<j& 11^ 



(<jd;j9 . . . ll/=she came 
she touched. See the variants 
in Tischendorf. 



With codd. 17 21 23 . . . U^ 
lS^ii3o = she came . . . and 
she touched. 
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• vOot^kA^ ja3(' '•^Oa^ ^» 001 V. 40 
•a^l ^> 001 = hi iK^aKav. ja3^ ^^wOj^ ^i 00 = 8e 'ijja-ovs 

iK^aXav, and so cod. 40. 

The variations which belong to one family are sometimes found 
in individuals of the other group. 

The following readings of the Nestorian New Testament, Add. 
14,448, may be noticed. In Acts xx. 28 there is an erasure before 
>*»**»» = Christi, but nothing to show that the reading was ever 
Jo»:iklj=Dei. In Heb. ii. 9 we find .)o*^/ oS.^ j-.^ o<i, the 
third word being thus written over an erasure, and that no doubt 
of ^ >l^«tt, so that a prima manu it would have been ipse enim, 
excepto Deo, jjro omnibus gustavif mortem. In Horn. ix. 5, i Cor. 
V. 8 (i Tim. iii. 16 is lost), this MS. read as Add. 14,479, etc. 

Those who have access to my Proposal to publish, a Revised Text 
of the Peshitto Gospels (for private circulation), 1887, will find other 
readings quoted from the Nestorian Tetraevangelium Add. 14,460 
(7), and from Add. 'ji^'j, there called D. 

The classification of readings which we have made ia the 
above review of five chapters of the Peshitto is the result of the 
careful collation of fifteen^ ancient codices, of which ten were 
collated by the late P. E. Pusey. The division of them between 
the Eastern and Western families is not difiicult to make. 
We have already seen (pp. 5°~"4) ^^^ some copies plainly 
declare their origin, either by facts recorded in the colophons, 
or by the character of the writing. The texts of these afford 
data by which the remainder may be judged. By continuing 
throughout the New Testament the process of which the 
above is a specimen, a Table would be constructed which would 
serve as a test for other copies, and would exhibit the real 
nature of the difierences between the Eastern and the Western 
Schools. But, in fact, our specimen is itself sufiicient. From 
it the student can see — 

(i) That there were two distinct streams of tradition in 

' They are the Jacobite Codices 2, 5, 11, 14, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 23, 36, and the 
Nestorian 7, 8, 16, 33, with the Nestorian American Edition. See p. 103. 
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the transmission of the vernacular of the Syriac Church. 
And yet— 

(ii) That only one text is supported by the two lines of 
evidence. 

The MS. which we designate No. 8 is interesting and impor- 
tant in the history of the Peshitto text. The style of hand- 
writing suggests the work of a scribe who belonged to some 
Nestorian monastery. It remained in the custody of possessors 
by whom Nestorian vowels and accents were added, and the 
text was in places corrected to the Nestorian type. But such 
correction shows that its prototype was related to MSS. of 
the other class. That the scribe chose a Jacobite model for 
his MS. is unlikely : far more probable is it that the differ- 
ences between the Schools were not finally established in his 
time. If so, it will follow that the Nestorian type is the 
result of correction and revision, and therefore that the 
Jacobite is the older. And further, our careful collations of 
other MSS. show that the Monophysite copies of the sixth 
century, such as Taiicauus (a.d. 548) ox Florentinus (a.d. 586), 
conform in character to the fifth century copies Add. 14,459, 
14,470, and 17,117, which may fairly be considered as rather 
pre-Nestorian than Jacobite. Again, the Nestorian type is 
closely related in many of its grammatical forms to the later 
Jacobite MSS., such as Crawford II, and also to the text of 
Widmanstadt's edition, which, as I have shown in a former 
essay, was printed from Jacobite or Maronite exemplars ^. 



In the Prolegomena to TregeUes Greek Testament (1879, p. 
xxvii, col. i) the writer names the Version commonly printed 
as the Peshito (sic), and adds, ' of this I collated the whole of 
Rich's MS., 7157 [ef p. 53, above] in the British Museum : 
this MS. is a good proof how the Syriae scribes modernized 
their copies.' Similar assertions have been made, or repeated, 

' Studia Biblica, ii. p. 268. 
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by other writers, and are very misleading. The differences 
between a fifth century and an eighth century Peshitto MS., 
while not quite of the same kind, are in number less numerous 
than those which distinguish an English Bible as printed at 
the present day from Bibles which were published at the 
beginning of the seventeenth century. Of more important 
variations, an eighth century Syriac copy, Nestorian or 
Jacobite, would contain about, on an average, one in every 
chapter ; but of these only a few would have any bearing on 
the relation of the version to the Greek archetype. 

Again, it has been said that the present Peshitto is ' the 
gradually formed product of several successive revisions^.' 
How far these various assertions are true of the materials 
available for the criticism of the Peshitto New Testament 
must be carefully considered, and a minute examination of 
even a small portion of the text, with comparison of variants, 
will suffice to show the character and the extent of the differ- 
ences between different copies which were produced in dif- 
ferent localities and at different ages. We select the last 
eighteen verses of the 5th chapter of St. Matthew, a passage 
where we are able to adduce the testimony of twenty wit- 
nesses ^. They are : — 

' Hammond, Textual Criticism, 1890, p. 57; cf. The New Testament 
(Weetcott and Hort), p. 84, and Tregelles in Bihle Dictionary, iii. p. 1625 f. 
Mr. Hammond refers to Ridley's Be Syriacarum Nov. Foed. Versionwm in- 
dole et usu dissertatio ; but the author (§§ vii, viii, pp. 28, 31) admits that the 
Simplex was read in the fourth century, and to account for the differences be- 
tween Ephraim aud the Peshitto supposes either (i) that tlie Old Syriac 
differed from that of to-day (he had not access to our ancient codices), or (2) 
that there were many versions, or (3) that Ephraim used the Greek. Eidley 
adds : ' Versionem Syrorum Simplioem Latinis omnibus esse vetustiorem veri- 
simile mihi videtur. ' 

' For the collations of Nos. :i, 7, 11, 12, 32 I am responsible ; the readings 
of No. 40 have been contributed by Professor Ugolini, those of the Massorah 
by Dr. Bezold. My information about the variants in Nos. 13, 17, 18, 20, 23, 
24, 25, 26 is derived from the note-books of the late Philip Edward Pusey. 
No. 10 was collated by the Rev. E. J. Perry, before he left London for the 
Prinoipalship of the C. M. S. College at Kanday, Ceylon. His early death by 
an accident on April 2nd, 1890, has deprived me of a friend and fellow-labourer, 
and the Church of an earnest teacher and zealous missionary. 
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(a) Fifth century, or early in sixth, Cod. Add. Mus. Brit. 17,117 
[18], and perhaps a few years younger, Add. 14,470 [17]. 

(/3) Sixth century, Add. 17,116 [2], 17,115 [10], 14,461 [24J, 
Crawford I [li\, Vaticanus A.D. 548 [40], Florentinus A.D. 
586 [26]. 

(y) Sixth or seventh century. Add. i4,454 [13], 12,137 [2°]- 

17.113 [23]- 
(8) Seventh century. Add. 14,460 A.D. 600 [7], 14,471 A. d. 615 

[32], and Add. 14,463 [25]. 
(t) Eighth or ninth century, Crawford II [12]. 
(f) The (i) Eastern and (ii) "Western Massorah. 



ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48. 



^iDlJ,/] Jiollr (et infra) cum mehagyana apud Editores Ameri- 
canos. 

\j< i^i] [jfio( Codd. 17 18 20 32: valde fluctuant. .oaX 
(con pro cun, more Nestorianorum) Editio Americana, et ubique j cf. 
V. 37. "^'J ^aoj hoc loco 23 : fluctuant codd. Inter ^ et 
)iA» litura in 12. Om. ^ 10 20 24 25 — ita 2, nunc litura. 
*°^'"'] " S'^i^s Psi'S- f^m. (hoc loco i.»ci^») semper exhibent Edd. 
Widmanstadiana et Schaafiana, interdum cod. 12. 

yol^-ija*, (^6= on pro un, et ubique) Ed. Amer., et infra. 
yiooQio, ^^ooci2«i=> (singulariter) 10; apud Nestorr. (Mass. et 
Ed. Amer.) ^l^jLso, ^fcooiijiis : item (v. 34) oS iLluaJoaj, 
et (v. 36) ol pro o/, Ed. Amer. 

^Wo/ 18 20 32 ita Cur. )l] Jlj 2 10 25 32. yaj«|!.] .oioll, 
(et infra) Ed. Amer. )2»i^l?] ]<i^'l? (d'Alaha) apud Nestorianos. 
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(1;) The American Nestorian New Testament (iVeiw York, 1886); 

of. p. 65 C, above. 
(6) Tlie editio princeps of Widmanstadt, whicli was printed from 

MSS. not now accessible, 
(i) The Edition of Leusden and Scliaaf (p. 49, n. 4), with the 

Appendix of Variations in all authorities then available '. 

' Sohaaf, who completed the edition after Leusden's death, says (Praef. ad 
Lect.), ' adjunxi versionem ex omnibus versionibus Latinis, in primis Tre- 
melliana [quam ipse omnium primua adornavit] propria opera compositam.' 
From this biblical scholars, who do not read Syriac, have derived most of their 
knowledge of the Peshitto N. T. We have borrowed from Sohaaf in the fol- 
lowing pages, but with adaptation to the text which we exhibit. 



ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48. 



31 Dictum est, quod quicunque dimittit uxorem suam, det illi 
scriptum repudii. 

Ad rationem verbi proferendi solam pertinet nota mehagyanae. 

32 Ego autem dicovobis, quodomnis quicunque dimittit uxorem 
suam, excepta causa fornicationis, efficit ei ut committat adulte- 
rium : et quicunque accipit derelictam, adulterium committit ♦ 

Omnis quicunque] Cum 2 (p.m.) 10 20 24 25 vertas, omrbis 

qui. Cf. varr. lectt. vas 6 airoKvmv et os av anoXva-rj. 
<•] non interrumpunt 2 32 40. 



33 Eursum audistis quod dictum est antiquis ; Non mentieris 
in iuramentis tuis, persolves autem Domino iuramenta tua. 

Cod. 10, iuramento, iuramentum — ita Codex Curetonianus ; 
cf. p. 86 infra. 



34 Ego autem dico vobis, ne iuretis omnino: ne per coelum, 
quia solium est Dei. 

Ne iwretis . . .] Praefigunt 2 10 25 32 j, quod idem valet ac 
on oi-ationis rectae. 
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)i:5>.>)>.a] )Li).4-= (more Nestt.) Ed. Amer. i.o)ai;»^», sine (■•), 13. 
y;<\«.>o)o] yiXA-»)o 2 11; yii^^A-joU 12 32 ; ]pkii*,»lj» 13 40; valde 
fluctuant. ji^»6)La, Ed. Amer. wo» o)V-x.»Jo» Schf., woi Wid. 

)L- )&;!:£. o^ ,^^^ ^2'..^^ h :\Ml ^-^. )U/'='« 

y»,ia] hoc loco II <^«^«2. In codd. plerumque jk.>, apud 
Editores ul.* : Ed. Amer. •*A'«3, more Nestorr. j.^ om. a p. m. 7. 

't 001 ^.^^ ^^ 

.Qj3l^..^j!(s] ydo (et ubique) Mass. Nest, et Ed. Amer. ^C\ 

apud Nestorr. ^}. oS \^i^ (cf. v. 33) Ed. Amer. 

Inter vv. 37 et 38 Eubrica )lS-.aBjX> )i>jaj».» \=>J^ I^-^l.? U-.;-o 
IcsDc.j 2 23; ita 40 in margine. 

-^ .U-L ,aii- [LLo ILx ^- iL.:;:? -.■M'CXi .01^.^ ^« 
[Cod. 40 X>l^l &}'cS. Usr-.Ho^:? ^'^^ ,.ii V^i ^ 

l.jwo/ 18 20 32. k»i-Z] apud Nestorr. pi-/. 

1*v-« rf .^1*->X* "^ Pp- ^ y it's . r ,rt 

^ '1*1 >■ 

jaaajt.;'^ofi«>o, Ed. Amer. .a/] .sjo 23. 

^ .^^Ji <H^ii: ^1 -.^ jLii ^ii iiisoj ^ " 

Ver. 42 a ver. 41 disiungit 7. 

^^ .woja^r ^ ,^ .sfu?. ]>4]» ^o .0^ o<s, .^ii -^^.u? ^ *^ 

''^i' t^°] ^j' ^ t**" ^°' ^^- l^l' Widman. et Schf. 
3)|j» (cf. V. 34) Ed. Amer. Ad fiuem o°o 10 17. 

O * 

*io!l»] addit mmio Uso^ii. (=antiquis) 25— ita Cod. Curel. 
Deest ji-»j, in marg. yi*.j; ^jjai», per lituram; 18 a manu 
recentiori. 
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35 Neque per terrain, quia scabellum est quod est sub pedibus 
ejus : neque etiam per Urishlem, quia civitas est Regis magni. 

Signum {■■) saepe deest nominibus pluralibus et collectivis. 
Urishlem] Ed. Amer. Oreshlem — buius nominis eandem ex- 
bibet formam Cod. Curet. ao recentiores 12 32. 

36 Neque etiam per caput tuum iurabis : quia non potes facere 
in eo capillum unum caesariei nigrum aut album. 

Om. a p. m. unum 7 ; plura apud Tischendorfiwm (Nov. Test, 
ed. mai.) reperias. 

37 Sed sit sermo vester, Ita, ita, et Non, non: id quod haec 
excedit, a malo est <■> 

*] non interrumpit 32. 

Eubrica, lectio teeth dibi hebdomadis peimae ieiunu. 



38 Audistis quod dictum est, Oculum pro oculo, et dentem pro ^° 
dente : 

39 Ego autem dico vobis, ut non surgatis contra malum : sed W se . . 
quicunque percutit te super maxillam tuam dexteram, obverte illi Cod. 40] 
etiam alteram. 



40 Et quicunque vult contendere tecum, et accipiet tunicam 
tuam, relinque illi etiam pallium tuum. 

Etiarn\ et etiam 23. 

41 Qui adigit te ad miliarium unum, abito cum illo duo. jo 



42 Quicunque petit abs te, da illi : et quicunque vult mutuari 5° 
abs te, ne proliibeas eum. 

Cum 10 vertas, et eum, qui. v. m. abs te, ne proliibeas id [quod 
petit], nisi redundet suffixum uoio. Cum Widman. et 
Schf. verte, et quicunque mutuetur. 

43 Audistis quod dictum est, Diligas proximum tuum, et odio ^^ 
habeas inimicum tuum : 

Vel ames. Apud Vers. Heracl. (Jo. xx. 15-17) ]fu.f valet 
amare, sa*./ diligere. 
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'^Ssi a^r© yoLa^ )uLi» ^;»^ i-^» o^i.o .(^cirv^ (^^-ii? 
..(xaii> ^MO )j-^a^ v.'"^ t*i^^' ^*^(' 
Ikjiio/ 1 8. ^aaI=>3. ' :^ N-.\ ] y< a a,.,. -.-. i S N T> 17 18 20. 

^ oU^ -J^i? o« .11:^? v«^"i! -S-ii^i ^oo«r?. Ua-r" 

Jii: ^5!s^o UU ^^ c^J> Uio -.U::? ^^e 1^ ''^ 

-otiis, UJa, Jl"ai-, Ed. Amer. omoo*] otJft* (sic) 13. 
.ooos'i? Ed. Amer. ; cf. v. 48. 

H U \l^r Ui H*^ r^-^' r^^^ v^^-^ r^^ *^ v^''° 

.^;-S< )?ot "S [AaJi .©riot I .v.<"»^ 

^oko/ ^*a*oo] ^6k-.=i-oo, <-^||] ^-^Jl. Ed. Amer. yobj/' 
Sctf. "I.majc 27 II, et ver. 47, ubi 12 quoque : sed valde 
fluct. codd. 

^r^ Ui M^L^ y'LilLlt |v.S.s vfV/ ^U v^S " 

• oko/ ^^U-] voWi>.U- apud Editores. 

Rubrica in textu |ooo.» UsD»iS )^.a*.» ^a*i U=>»l? U-ys 2, 
alii post 001 i--sa^ interrumpunt. 

'^).^o), coot, Ed. Amer. .cuocls!?] yoAo^'i; Mass. Nest. 
et Ed. Amer., i. e. d'Abhucon. 



Before attempting to classify the variants which occur in 
this specimen, the following observations may be made : — 

I . The vowel points. Eastern or Western, are, of course, not 
found in the oldest MSS. In the fifth, sixth, and seventh 
century codices, which are our most important authorities for 
the criticism of the text, the grammatical forms are distin- 
guished by the diacritical point, and even this is only used in 
doubtful eases. The few vowels which are affixed, almost at 
random, and chiefly to proper names, were added by later 
hands. The absence of really ancient indications of the 
pronunciation is a loss to the philologist rather than to the 
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44 Ego autem dico vobis, Diligite inimicos vestros, et bene pre- ^^ 
camini ei qui maledicit vobis, et facite quod bonum est ei qui odit 
vos, et orate pro illis qui ducunt vos violenter, et persequuntur vos. 

[N.B. Agnoscunt codd. Peshitt. omnes omnia quae Editores (Re- 
vision Revised (Burgon), 410-1) e textu Graeco eiecerunt.] 

45 Ut sitis filii Patris vestri qui est in coelis, qui oriri facit ^^ 
solem suum super bonos et super males, et demittit pluviam suam 
super iustos et super iniustos. 



46 Si enim diligatis eos qui diligunt vos, quod praemium est ^^ 
vobis 1 nonne etiam publicani id ipsum faciunt ? 

Notam interrogationis saepe negligunt codd. Significationis 
nihil refert. 



47 Et si salutetis fratres vestros tantum, quid eximii facitis ? 
nonne etiam publicani id ipsum faciunt ? 



48 Estote igitur vos perfecti, si cut Pater vester qui est in coelis ^^ 
perfectus est. 

Praefigit 2 Rubricam, lectio diei qtjaeti hebdomadis 

PEIMAE lEIUNn. 



theologian. On account of the simplicity of the construc- 
tions, and the separation of the vrords in even the most 
ancient vpriting', the meaning of a sentence is seldom doubtful, 
and its relation to the Greek archetype is almost alw^ays as 
certain as if the text were furnished with the whole array of 
later vowels and accents. And of course these also are neither 
arbitrary, nor merely the expression of a late pronunciation. 
The Massorah, which both supports, and in places corrects, 
the vowel system employed by editors from the days of 
Widmanstadt, embodies the traditions of the schools of the 
seventh and earlier centuries, as we have already shown ; nor 
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is there any reason to suppose that the pronunciation which 
prevailed when it was fixed by vowel points, difiered to any 
great extent from that of earlier times. So much, at least, 
may be affirmed without prejudging questions to which we 
shall advert later ^- 

2. The correct pronunciation (with aspiration, or without 
it) of the Begad kej)hath letters, was considered of great 
importance by the Syriac Massoretes, although they frequently 
omitted the Rukaia and Qnshai/a, when the form was well 
known, and no mistake could arise. In the MSS. of the 
Western School these indications were given by very dis- 
tinct red dots. We have employed in the text printed in 
this essay a fine dot, similar to that found in the Nestorian 
MS., JfW. 12,138 2, and have set it further to the right than 
it would actually appear in the MS., the better to distinguish 
it from the vowel and diacritical points ^. 

3. The reader will see indicated on the margin of our 
specimen several of the shorter or so-called Ammonian Sections, 
with the reference to their proper Canons. The division of 
the Gospels into larger sections (of which there are in Matt. 
22, in 3Iark 13, in Luke 23, in John 20) is also so frequent 
as to form a featm-e of ancient Peshitto MSS. They are often 
enumerated on a double system, — singly for each Evangelist, 
consecutively from I to LXXVIII throughout the four 

1 See p. 91, and notes, below. 

^ Of this MS. an excellent facsimile will be found in Cat. Syr. MSS. Bril. 
Mus., Pt. iii. Plate XIIT. Of the Jacobite Vatican Massora Wiseman gives 
a facsimile in Horae Syriacae, which he says was ' summa cura delineatum ' — 
p. 181. 

' Modern editors have for the most part neglected the SukaJca and Qiishaya. 
An exception is that most carefully-edited book, Bernstein's Das Seilige 
Evangelimn des Johannes in Barklensischer Uehersetzung, 1853. These points 
are marked in the same author's Lexicon Chrestomathiae Eirschianae accom- 
modatum, and are well treated by Nestle in the course of his Syriac Grammar 
(tr. Kennedy) — indeed the materials are sufficient for a future edition of the 
Peshitto, and perhaps of some other works. There are a few doubtful cases, 
especially in words of foreign derivation, as, e.g. ^*^i, which in Ferrarius 
(Nam. Syr.) and Bernstein (^Lexicon) is ^^, but in Bernstein's St. JoJin 
(Vorbericht xv) is i*^^; also in assimilation of letters — cf. Duval sec. 11 1 
and n. On )!,'fc>J( and ]t^o(, see Noldeke, p. 84. 
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Gospels. The Pauline Epistles were also divided into fifty-five 
Sectiones Majores, and the Acts (to which the three Catholic 
Epistles were constantly appended, and the four documents 
treated as one boot) into thirty-two sections. 

4. The specimen shows that Rubrics a prima maim are found 
in some MSS. The practice of the scribes was very arbitrary, 
except in those few codices which are rubricated throughout 
the text. In many MSS. rubrics, and other divisions, on more 
than one system, are added on the margin by different later 
hands. Besides the formal sections, the text is often inter- 
rupted in the best MSS., where the sense requires a break; 
and these paragraphs are often made with much judgment ^- 

5. In all Syriac MSS., even our most ancient codices, the 
words are invariably written separately, and not continuously 
as in the old Hebrew, Greek, and Latin codices and in- 
scriptions. With this arrangement, and the simplicity of the 
Syriac constructions, a complicated system of interpunction is 
unnecessary. In the oldest copies a short sentence is ter- 
minated by [.], subsidiary to which is [*.]. Occasionally in 
some MSS. [.] over or under the last letter is used, like a 
Hebrew disjunctive accent, and is less than a comma ^. The 
shorter (Ammonian) section is terminated by [*] often in red : 

' Other less ooimnon and more modern divisions are mentioned in Brit. Mas. 
Cat. Syr. MSS. i. pp. 49 col. b, 54 col. b, 56 col. b, 78 col. b, etc. The divisions 
in Widmanstadt are nearly equivalent to those in Cod. Craw/. II. The Nes- 
torian Massoretio MS., fol. 303 b, reckons 165 py^. (Sections) in the New 
Testament, which corresponds to the Gospels 78, Paul 55,^0;* and Oath. Epp. 
32, mentioned above. 

" Dr. I. H. Hall, American Journal of Society of Siilical Literature, 1882, 
p. 9, thinks that in the Beirdt codex of N. T. (Gospels Heraclean, rest 
Peshitto) the double dot frequently only follows the slope of the final letter, 
and is (■•) or (••) or ( :) without difference of meaning : also that the single dot 
often does duty for the double, its companion having been absorbed in the 
preceding letter, or omitted. His codex was described by Dr. Ceriani as 
ninth century Jacoiite. Whether the Professor's explanation be generally true 
or not, certainly this style of punctuation prevailed in all early Peshitto MSS. 
with which I am acquainted (see facsimile of Cod. Vatic, A. D. 548, Stud. 
Bib. ii). Sometimes also a dot seems to be employed as an accent, but not 
regularly or consistently. While the consonantal text was accurately repro- 
duced, a degree of license was allowed in points and paragraphs. 
VOL. III. G 
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the paragraph by . o •> o ., and the like. [••] as subsidiary to 
[•.] is rare, and [•.] does not occur in the oldest MSS. We 
find also ['•_] = [?] and •!_ = [!]. 

The variants which occur in the passage under consider- 
ation may be classified as follows : — 

1. Clerical errors, (i) a^io^, v. 45. To the same cause are no 
doubt due (2) the erasure in Cod. 12 at v. 32, (3) the al terations 
ill Cod. 18 at V. 43, (4) possibly the loss of the "^ before » \n->\ , 
V. 44. 

2. Diferences of loriting. (5) "^ or'^oa, v. 32; (6) y**» or 
-*,», V. 36, though the latter was by the Nestorians pointed yii-j ; 
(7) w»a^l» or »Q^l?, V. 32 ; (8) wcho^^ or woaii^J, v. 35 ; 
(9) \'^'^ >" with or without mark of interrogation where it is 
implied in the context, w. 46, 47 ; (10) \j} i^i or Ijj-io/, both 
pronounced amarna, v. 32, etc. ; probably also (11) yo!^/ ^ .■ T\ «.. Nn 
or yot-^^^.-^, V. 46, yoto/ ^*i».U. or yol^-^U, v. 47; (12) those 
variations of oNjk.io/ which relate to spelUiig rather than to 
pronunciation. 

3. Differences of pronunciation. The Nestorian forms (13) .do, 
V. 32, etc.; also .ci_, v. 33, etc.; »oq^»jw and'^ooju, v. 40; (14) 
i*l^iici.a9, V. 33, and o for o in other forms here and below; (15) 
.(isoi!., V. 34, etc.; also jJlo, v. 45; (16) ]oC^h. (half-vowel of 
preposition retained — so with o and ^ below), v. 34, etc.; (17) 
f^ial-f. 35; (18) ^l, V. 37,'^WJo., V. 48; (19) pi-./, V. 39; 
(2o)))a:i>, V. 45; (21) 060, V. 48; possibly also (22) iioil/, v. 31', 

■ It is admitted that some of the differences which the different vowel- 
marks indicate may be slight, but in view of the care exercised by the Syriac 
schools to preserve the orthography and with it the orthoepy of their 
grammatical forms, it would be unreasonable to deny that ix distinct sound 
was proper to each vowel mark of both the Eastern and the Western systems. 
How far these distinctions were observed in popular speech is not the question 
here. In literature there are cases where Jl (which usually corresponds to JL) 
represents — , for which the Nestorian sign is commonly -1- ; .^ is sometimes 
expressed by u , sometimes by __ ; while 6 ( = 6) and o ( = ft) are not always 
distinguished amongst the Jacobites, both being usually expressed by the 
diphthongal mark *—. Such variations represent dialectic differences. Forms 
which were pronounced differently, and therefore provided with different signs, 
in one dialect, might be pronounced alike, and therefore furnished with the 
same sound-mark in the orthography of the other dialect. See SyriscTie Gram- 
matik (Noldeke, 18S0), §§ 42-50; Nestle's Syr. Gr. (Kennedy) § 6 c, d; 
Grammaire Syriaque (Duval), pp. 73 f. and Introd. iii, and works there cited. 
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etc. ; (23) the unelided o of Sch. & W., v. 35. To these must be 

added (11), if it be allowed that after the termination ^ the 

I of the pronoun (which is very often written in the oldest MSS.) 
■(vas pronounced with ' (as Schaaf), and not elided ^ 

4. Differences of text^ (24) the omission of ^=quicvnque, 
V- 32 ; (25) the singular for the plural, v. 33; (26) }=&ti oral, 
rect. added, v. 34 ; (27) ]f^=unum omitted, v. 36 ; (28) ^/ or .3(0, 
also or and also, v. 40 ; (29) in v. 42, the reading of Cod. 10, which 
if not a conflation, or a redundancy, would give the variation eum 
ne id [quod petit] prohibeas for ne prohiheas eum ; (30) the omis- 
sion of \^^=vult,Y. 42 ; (31) the addition of )^^s^ = antiquis, 
V. 43- If (4) does not belong to class i, it must be added here 
because the '^, though inexpressible in English, more distinctly 
marks the objective case. 

To sum up : — In 18 verses we may count 31 distinct varia- 
tions by noting every minute difference of letter or of point ^ ; 
but of these 31, only 9 (the sum total of all which can possibly 
be gathered into class 4) affect even remotely the sense or 
grammar of the Syriac. Of these 9 (26) and if it belongs 
here (4) have no relation to the Greek archetype, for the ? of 
(26), and the "^ of (4), are used quite arbitrarily in Syriac. 
Of the remaining 7, (35) (37) (38) (39) (30) for lack of support 
cannot be treated as Various Headings properlt/ so called^. (31) 

' On the pronunciation of the pronoun in combination with the participle see 
Noldeke, op. cit, § § 42, 43, and Manddische G-rammatik, § 1 75 a ; Duval, §183; 
Nestle, § 19 a. On the union of prepositions with initial /, see Nestle, 517b, 
and examples in our specimen of Massorah. 

^ The distinction between the instances which belong to classes 3 and 4 
is real, though in some cases minute. In a language like Syriac the letters 
might be pronounced diiferently — i. e. written with different vowel-marks — 
and yet the same meaning conveyed. If a different pronunciation denotes a 
different meaning, or grammatical form, the word will belong to class 4, but 
this does not seem to be the case with any of the instances given above in 
class 3. 

^ We confine ourselves to variations which actually occur in our MSS. and 
editions based on MSS., without regarding Grammars and Lexicons. A dif- 
ferent calculation might alter the sum, but would not touch our argument. 

* Many (so-called) Various Headings are mere errors and impossible forms. 
It is the duty of the collator to record every such variation which he finds, 
however minute, however apparently trivial. It is well that they should 
be exhibited in the larger critical editions ; the student is then placed in the 

G 3 
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must be rejected for the same reason ; but we shall see further 
on that it is interesting from another point of view. Thus 
out of the 31, only one (24) can claim recognition as a true 
variant. The alternatives seem to be related to the differences 
in the Greek copies, and to have arisen from the attempt 
to conform certain MSS. to a recognized Greek text. 

The result which we have arrived at is striking and signi- 
ficant. We find hardly a trace of 'the several successive 
revisions ' to which it is supposed the Syriac vernacular New 
Testament was subjected ; rather does it present itself in our 
copies in a perfected and matured condition. If the 'revisions' 
ever really took place, time has swept away nearly all the 
chips and shavings of the work. 

Our passage occurs in the Curetonian: it will be con- 
venient to print it separately as follows^ :^ 



ST. MATTHEW V. 31-48 

according to the Curetonian ; the parts in which it is identical 
with the Peshitto being printed in Maronite type, those in 
which it differs from the Peshitto in Esti-angela. 

same position as the editor ; he can judge of the character of the documents 
for himself, and see on what plan the revised text has been constructed. But 
the larger part by far of these variants are mistakes of scribes {Variae, 
Lectiones [C. G. Cobet, 1873], Praef. xxvii-lx). If the question be approached 
with common sense, and not under the influence of some theory of textual 
criticism, it is impossible to imagine that such palpable faults can have been 
found in the archetype, after the copy had been made ready for publication, 
or for transmission as a letter (Scrivener, op. cit., p. 565). But (2) the case is 
different where not one or two copies, but a majority of witnesses, credible 
for weight and number and representatives of widespread tradition, conspire 
to attest a. reading, which is a priori improbable. That reading must be 
received into the text, and all others may be rejected. But (3) there are 
also cases where the evidence is conflicting, and where witnesses, both 
numerous and respectable, support different, but possible, readings. In such 
cases, although one reading may be finally adopted, the others deserve to be 
remembered, and these are ' Various Readings properly so called.' 

' From Dr. Cureton's edition ; we have not been able to examine the MS. 
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r^.f oill^^ )Mk.? (»3S [om. '^»] ^laaX \jI wo(' ^j jLi/ ^2 
"^jxm.* ^aoo .c«A ii^n AaOcn .ptf^a.^ caxA..:^. ■i.SOK'AxrS' 

jvshcnosn luwa^i. \h\h\ r<lr^ r^inCM.3 r<'A\i»3ft50 Kianc'Ai 

UiU (^-^ -^rSto '= .\a^\y ..airs' oaxflonCl&.l U:»*a Jl 
^Jjciorclss r^ ^r<'0 .„o)oii^» b«*-l? wot Uaoa? AJ\,JSi3 

^^o) ^j ^.1 yjySD .JI Ho ^i* ^l yOoI^-Xao Jootl Jl^" .)l»a*. o/ 
.|j.aX <aXi. U'^^? «>3iU? ^ol^.::».:!&ji, '° o o G 001 \a*^ ^ -^^^ 
'^.jaaoX yCLSoool Jlj yoaX \j\ i.^ol ^j Jj/ '' .U*, >'^N.. \im.o 
\om. a/] o>!^ *)a3/ [ojw. Uofi-j] .^as '^^ ^ )i— »» ^ms J)/ .]L»*i 

.A.j:93 cn:»i.^ A\f<'A»i vJ^ i=aK's ^ *> .^^o^jjo a/ 
.0^ CO) ^ '^U? t^SSO " .^i*»r<' ^tl *ooa^ *^) \pm,. ^\ 
r^jJtq.Tol jjioiU; .ot.Nvii>." .wotoA^l )l ^o^ .a)|j? jisj? ^o 

. -S • / ''^^ oX.o [oOT. *.o cifliso] ..m«^s.\v^^ aa^Mr^S 
oo) .t-V)-->« .aoasjj uOtaiJi yoooilj Ua./ " .yoaX ^x&.lTI 
"^i-o \:i]A "^i^ «i-^ fc,*OD0 .U*i» 'Vi.o lii^ '^b. o»A^a«. u*jfSoj 
CUJ» .Qj»X ^/.a^.^? ,-ii-.JI yoksj^ ^> r »«>-' i g t*s^ v/ "^ .Jlo^ 
^U .Jo " .<^r=k-:^ rdfla^Jsb Artf" i*\^r<liakcn ....OAT-^r!' 
Jot )) .«^a^i>aaj.\^ >cn |j^ .;cu.J::^ ^oal^i? t.. 'fi\ « -> yol^(' 
\<m,. .o^j/] ''Si-oot ooot ** © o ^iikV. rSllAco re'^jji ^/ 
.oot t*io<Si |;. N n»->? yoaoalj Ua*/ Jjoa,^ 

In this passage there are at least 38 variations from the 
Peshitto in its test form: if account be taken of single 

* \l&} and c)>^V Cureton (I know not why) enclosed in [ ]. 
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words rather than of the context, the number of changes will 
be greater. Of these oulj four, in vv. '^■^, 34, 35, 43 (and the 
last alone is a reading of any interest) find direct support in 
any old Peshitto MS. We do not approach much nearer to the 
Curetonian by adopting the readings of the MSS. written the 
nearest to the date of Add. 14,451- ^n exception is at v. 4a, 
where the Curetonian agrees with the oldest Peshitto MSS. 
affainst the text of Widmanstadt. 

The resemblances between the Curetonian and the Peshitto 
have been fully noticed by other writers, chiefly in order to 
establish the descent of the latter from the former ^ Isolated 
passages may be adduced in evidence of greater or less 
similarity. The problem is to account for the many di- 
vergences. Whatever be the relative dates of the two 
Versions, the above passage is alone sufiicient to exhibit the 
width of the gulf which lies between them 2. 

VI. 

The late Philip Pusey used to say ^ that there were distinct 
traces of a revision of the Peshitto made about the time when 

' Although Dr. Scrivener does not hold this view, yet his specimens {Plain 
Introduction, pp. 335-7, ed. 1883) perhaps suggest more of resemblance 
between the Peshitto and the Curetonian than is, on the whole, the case. On 
the other hand the differences in our specimens somewhat exceed the average 
number. 

' See the lucid summary of the controversy given by the scholarly author 
(E. Miller) of A Guide to Textual Criticism of the N. T., p. 74 n. Objection 
has justly been taken on palaeographical grounds to the Abb^ Martin's date 
for Add. 14,451. There is good reason to believe that the date usually 
assigned to this MS. is substantially correct. It was therefore written before 
Codex Sezae, but, since no one supposes that this type of Greek text came into 
existence with the codex which now exhibits it, the Abba's main contention 
that Add. 14,451 was assimilated to the cod. D type, is not disproved by a 
difference of opinion as to the time when Add. 14,451 was vrritten. 

' Suddenly called from the theological studies which had been the solace of 
a life of weakness and suffering, he left no written record of any matured plan 
for the revision of the Peshitto. He had made an important collection of 
various readings, with some notes and observations on the peculiarities of the 
copies which he had examined. I have also a distinct recollection of more than 
one conversation, in the course of which I learned what were his opinions about 
the extant text of the Peshitto, and what were his plans for the revised edition 
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Add. I4i448 (p- S'ii above) was written, but that such revision 
extended only to the grammatical forms. This was his 
conclusion as the result of much study of Peshitto New 
Testament MSS. How careful he was in his collations, his 
note-books and papers will show ! And his judgment on the 
nature of the revision I most emphatically confirm. The MSS. 
of the Eastern School, of which the one above named is a 
valuable and early specimen, began to assume their distinctive 
form during the seventh century. With this type of text 
agrees that which is extant in such a distinctively late 
Jacobite MS. as the Crawford II {ip. 54, above), and the Jacobite 
and Maronite copies from which the ediiio princeps of Wid- 
manstadt was printed 1. The text was slightly modernized ^ 

which he had long contemplated. It will be to me most gratifying if I am 
able to rescue from oblivion, and offer for the use of the Church, some of the 
results of the labours of one whose piety and singleness of purpose made him 
very dear to his friends. 

' See Studia Biblica, ii. pp. 267-9. 

' My learned friend the Eev.Eichard Hooper, Eector of Upton, Berks, whose 
readiness to make others partakers of his abundant erudition is known to all 
who have the privilege of his acquaintance, has called my attention to an 
illustrative passage in Winterton's Poetae Minores Graeci. In the Annotations, 
commenting on the iiar. led. Ai' for S^ in Ses. 'Bpy. i. 2, he refers to the 
Nov. Test. ed. Aldin. (taken from the first edition of Erasmus), which he says 
he had thought was an edition omnium longe corruptissimam, but further 
study had convinced him that nearly all the errors were due to differences 
in pronunciation ; and he tells in confirmation a story of the mistakes which 
occurred in an attempted conversation between himself and a modem Greek. 
Whether varr. lectt. in Greek MSS. and early prints arose thus, or not, 
certainly Peshitto MSS. did not suflfer from the disadvantage of being copied 
by scribes to whom Syriac was a foreign tongue. Still not a few variations 
which resemble some of those quoted above may be referred to the different 
pronunciations of diflferent districts. The marvel is that they are not more 
numerous. Even a book like the English Authorized Version, printed with 
precautions which are popularly supposed to preserve it immaculate, exhibits 
to-day many variations from the editio princeps. In comparing our passage 
above Matt. v. 27 f., and on to vi. 23, as it is printed in an ordinary Bible, with 
the reproduction of the Authorized Version of 1611, published by the Clarendon 
Press in 1833, I find the following differences at least :— v. 30 from thee : for] 
from thee. For; 33 thyself] Thy self; 35 Hierusalem ; 47 do ye] do you ; 
vi. I doest thine'] doest thine ; 10 it is] it is (and yet italics occur in places in 
the old edition) ; 19 and 20 thorow. In v. 29 old edition has eie, but in vi. 22 
eye. There are also many variations of spelling such as aduUerie, othes, etc. 
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by the adoption of such modifications in form and spelling as 
those which are collected in classes 3 and 3 out of our 
specimen given above. During this period those differences 
of pronunciation were noted and fixed which are recorded in 
the Massoretic works of East and West. Individual pos- 
sessors of particular codices, as in the case of Cod. 8 1, corrected 
their copies to some slight extent in accordance with what 
was deemed the better type in their own neighbourhood ^. 
Thus arose the few variants which are found, and such as 
have been noted in our specimen. But it should be carefully 
observed that these are not exclusively, or even commonly, 
adaptations to the Greek as we know it. In the specimen 
there are eight differences which deserve the name of various 
readings. All of these may in theoiy represent readings of 
ancient Greek codices ; but if we confine our observations to 
existing facts, only in the one place of v. 33 do we discover an 
evident conformation of some Syriac codices to a particular 
Greek text^. The relations between Cod. 7 in v. 36, and 
Cod. 10 in V. 43, and certain ancient variants, are very 
doubtful. In V. 43 Cod. 35 appears to have altered to the 
Curetonian. But these phenomena are precisely those we 
expect to encounter ; what excites surprise is that they occur 
so seldom. And this is the more remarkable when we 

A detailed examination has been made by Dr. Scrivener in The English Bible 
of 1611 and its Reprints (of. Text of the English Bible considered, J. Turton, 
1833). Still after taking account of every difference it would be a misrepre- 
sentation to Bay that the English Bible has been modernized; and just as few 
alterations, in fact fewer, crept into the Peshitto during centuries of tran- 
scription. 

' Page 72, above. 

' A remarkable instance is the Cod. Add. 14,456 Brit. Mns. Cat. i. pp. 55-57, 
an eighth century Tetraevangelium, which abounds in marginal readings from 
the Heraclean and elsewhere, with Massoretic notes, and even actual altera- 
tions of the text. But this is an exceptional case, and by its singularity proves 
the general unwillingness of the Syrians to permit alterations in their Bibles. 
The Curetonian has also been altered ; but then there is no evidence that that 
MS. was at any time considered to be a representative of a legitimate text. 

^ Another case is that of the ' Cologne MS.,' now Cod. 1198 in Cat. Codd. 
Orientt. Bib. Acam, Lugduno-Batavae (de Goeje), v. pp. 64-67; see also 
Stud. Bib. ii. p. 267. 
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remember the prevalence of the Philoxeno-Heraclean, and its 
influence as shown by the frequent entry of its readings on 
the margins of Peshitto Codices^. The ancient Syrians 
were not unacquainted with other forms of text ; that they 
' systematically revised ' their ancient version in accordance 
with one or more of such forms has yet to be proved ; and the 
proof cannot be educed by cross-examination of the oldest 
witnesses to the Peshitto. 

It may be said that Cureton's Syriac is related to 
the Peshitto in the same way that the latter is to the 
Philoxeno-Heraclean revision. This is certainly not true 
of the Curetonian in its present form. If, for example, 
we collate the Peshitto and Curetonian, in the specimen 
passage already given, we find that in many verses the 
language is so divergent that comparison is impracticable. 
If we turn to other passages we discover that often the 
peculiarities of the Curetonian bear a greater resemblance 
to the later than to the earlier Peshitto readings. The 
present, however, is not the occasion for setting out this 
argument at length^. It is freely admitted that in in- 
vestigations of this nature conclusions are provisional. Our 
opinion of the antiquity of the Peshitto would of course be 
modified by the discovery of other documents, and clear 

' It has been justly remarked {Stud. Bib. ii., note by W. S., p. 272) tbat 
[the criticism of the ancients] ' is not of such a kind that we can accept their 
verdicts without revision.' It is precisely because textual criticism was not 
exercised in the scriptorium that the Syriac exemplar is so valuable to the 
modem critic. We take our stand on the position already assumed (p. 66) 
that ancient codices represent texts older than their vellum leaves, and if we 
cannot obtain a pure text of the ancient Syriac Version through its oldest 
MSS., we may despair of textual criticism altogether. Yet, in spite of the lack 
of full and ancient diplomatic evidence (cf. Cobet, op. cit., Fraef. xxiv), the ex- 
tant words of an ^schylus or a Tacitus are accepted as in the main authentic. 

' I have indicated the lines on which this investigation should be pursued 
in Studia Biblica, i. pp. 1 70-2, The collation of the Curetonian text with the 
(perhaps) oldest extant Peshitto text and with the late type in Widmanstadt 
yields results which some, including Dr. Cureton himself {Preface, Ixx-lxxiii), 
would hardly have anticipated. The reader will easily correct a few obvious 
errata in the Syriac in the essay referred to : they do not affect the 
argument. 
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evidence of the type of text which was current before 
St. Ephraim's days. Meanwhile, if we are to bori'ow terms 
from the West, the Heraclean, and not the Peshitto, is the 
' Syriac Vulgate,' the Peshitto is the ' Old Syriac,' and not 
the Curetonian in its present form. An Ur-Pe«hitto may 
once have existed, and perhaps it provided the Evangelia 
out of which Tatian constructed his Harmony ; but its 
ancient text still waits for the patient investigator or the 
lucky discoverer. For the present we must content our- 
selves with those MSS. in which the Peshitto is so 
singularly rich, not only in the number of the copies, 
but also in their intrinsic value, their great antiquity, 
and the independence of their testimony. Meanwhile, it is 
certainly premature to treat Cureton's MS. as the basis 
of the Peshitto, and to quote it habitually as 'the Old 
Syriac^.' That term might fitly be applied to so much of 
the text of the Curetonian as could be shown to be older 
than the Peshitto text ; but to apply it without reserve to 
the text oi Add. 14,451 is to beg the question^. 



VII. 

In applying the materials of our apparattis criiicus, it will 
be found that a not inconsiderable number of corrections of 
Widmanstadt's text may be made without hesitation upon 

* 'In [the Curetonian codex] the national version is preserved approximately 
in its Old, or unrevised state. Westcott and Mart, p. 136. But Bickell says : 
■ — * Neque tamen et in ipso textu Curetoniano desunt lectiones sequiores, textu 
recepto [i. e. the Peshitto] interdum originales tuente ; * Conspect. Hei Syrr. 
Lit. p. 8. 

' Lachmann (Nov. Test. Gr. et Lat. 1832, 1. p. xxiv) said : — ' Nobis autem 
quid prodesset Syrorum linguam didicisse, antiquissimis et fide diguis veteris 
interpretationis oodicibus nondum, ad eum modum quo nos Latinos distinximus, 
segregatis et in lucem protraotis ? ' The pages of the editions will show how 
far editors have been of the same mind with Lachmann, how far also they 
have attempted to distinguish between earlier and later readings. And, unless 
the latter consideration be kept in view, students who depend on Baethgen's 
interesting and useful Svangelienfragmente may be led to erroneous oouclu- 
sions. 



to 
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the unanimous verdict of the ancient authorities ^. In many- 
other cases the choice will lie between the readings of the two 
great classes of Syriac Biblical codices^. Here, for the 
reasons stated on p. 72 above, we give the preference to the 
(so-called) Jacobite reading. But each case must be judged 
on its own merits ^. 

The vocalisation of the consonants presents a more difficult 
problem *. We know from the Massorah what vowel-points 
and aspirations were in use amongst the Jacobites, and amongst 
the Nestorians, nine hundred years ago, but it is not certain 
that either of these dialects exactly represents the pronunciation 
of at least six centuries earlier ^, and of the district in which 
the Peshitto had its bii'th ^. But, as a practical question, the 
editor must choose either the Eastern or the Western systems. 
To go behind these is impossible until further information 
has been obtained. An eclectic system of vocalization would 
be arbitrary and unreasonable''. 

' For example in our specimen passage (pp. 74-8) we restore KSj? = qui vult 
in T. 42 on the authority of the ancient codices, and adopt the older forms 
ja^lj V. 32, v*.«3 T. 36, \ofco( ^^K» V. 47. 

^ Instances of diflferences between the two classes have been given on 
pp. 68-71. 

^ A remarkable instance is found in Mark xvi. 14, where Widmanstadt has 
;~«vif^\ _ Tofs JciiScKo, but the MSS. i iTnN ;«» N , = to'j tvUxa, and there 
is no variation in the Greek. On the principle of obedience to ancient MS. 
evidence we should read i mN «»»N,but on that of the duriorlectio ;nf i N >as^, 
for no scribe who knew the gospel history would purposely alter eleven to 
twelve after the suicide of Judas ; but the change of twelve to eleven is con- 
ceivable of men who were such careful harmonists as the Syrians. — See Stud. 
Bib. ii. p. 263. 

* See Wichelhaus, op. eit., pp. 233-5. 

' Assemaui {Bib. Orient, iii. 2. pp. 377 ^eq.), referring to words of Bar 
Hebraeus in his Chronicon SyriacMm, contends that the Eastern pronunciation 
represents an older and purer form. He remarks that place names are of 
Eastern vocalization, and so pronounced in the West also. 

The Nestorian Massorah is certainly much more elaborated than the 
Jacobite, and their vowel system fuller and more complete, approaching nearer 
to the perfection of the Jewish orthography. 

" Perhaps, however, the difference between the Sermo Edessenus and the 
Sermo Nestoriawus (Bar Heb. Gram., ed. Bertheau) was rather of pronunciation 
than of dialect. See the editor's Annotationes, pp. 91-7. 

' The signs of the sounds were sometimes interchanged and used in com- 
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And the question, although full of interest to the gram- 
marian, is of minor importance to the theologian ; for the 
value of the Peshitto to exegesis, and as part of our apparatus 
crificus of the New Testament, depends on the consonants, 
and on the grammar as determined by the diacritical points, 
and is rarely, if ever, affected by the particular vowels em- 
ployed by the Eastern and Western Schools and their 
respective pronunciations ^ 

bination, as in the Editio Widmanstadiana — from the MS., of course. The 
Preface to Bar Ali's Lexicon, edited from the Gotha MS. (a. D. 1577) by 
G. Hoffmann {Syrisch-Aralische Glossen, Bd. I, 1874), shows a similar 
mixture, sometimes a duplication, of signs, with occasional confusion (cf. Duval, 
6r. p. 77) of the vowels themselves. The mixed system was noticed by 
Wright, Cat. B. M. Pre/, p. xxxi. 

'Of even less importance in Peshitto criticism are varieties of dialect which 
do not come within the range of the two chief branches of Syriao. Kemains 
of these have been collected from the native Glossaries by Larsow, De 
Dialectornm Ling. Syr. Eeliquiis. For supposed survivals of the (so-called) 
Palestinian dialect see J. Ferretle in Journal of Royal Asiatic Society, 1S63, 
and Noldeke in Zeit. d. Morgen. Geselhch., xxi, 1867. 
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SPECIMENS OP THE SYRIAC MASSORAH. 
ACTS XIX. 40— XXIII. I. 



I. 

Nbstoeian Recension, feom Cod. Mus. Beit. Add. 12,138. 

: ^l ^•a^o yLjl 'iJ-i.o • • l^A-^ h ^-<s^Vj>.Jo Pol. 272 v. 
J, oOi^ %i •: ^-.w^o. U'cSlJl! v."^? yi-bl/ ^-oo 



r 



ai. 



1 •>flflO-q;...^-ae>io .)'l^«JL.<,.so ^jio;^ ^tof *>fia6;-^^a_eB 
i ^. w« °>ffia^)t.^o ''.)..p.*-)o N iTil ^.:^? °xe6»-Jo n nSo 

"..)Iq-4-= "uan ») . jo'/ loo) w. 'ft »i j_- \. ^ft -.- S .^b. 
»_♦ yj .luLa-Ls oej '^U j-o ^J^ )ooi .. fi ° i ♦-*-*%. 

■^,rp " ^- NI-— .so fc^ oi' 1 yiQ . t j^, S » N> \li )oot 
^ ■ ~. ^ Jlo .'iLi-sj oi.S •> yd-aja-ij- ^— .oi J_x_a_( 
: ^sLaJik J.^o'i? yQjl^« ° ».. j . \ loot v-iLs? )5r-«-=> 
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^\ ..r^U 'S. ^^?.y^V> ""U-tir^ M^'iS.JiJS 'U'C^? 



o ^ ■ ^ 



44, 



'.^^^joo "•^-?.»9 ^'.jjLjlaN ^j»t ^joo ".^6»6iX^ 

'^n.SLJi^l! <J.^ loot l^/ i^«^ ^1 .)J»ajQ_i». ^llo 
\""r;" ••vOo>^ ,^X ooot l»nSv<9 ^''..dtJL^ ^^CLuXsoX 




* J- ; V ? ■ • \ u 

^ • • V •• • \ - . . \. . 



i 




* yO O ) I V> ai_>( JuJjJ )L_L_iJQ_0 pS-ill? f '", >' 

;-»-«^ ooo( fi v i , is ..jbiwXjK,? joooJ I. ^ V< ^O 
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• •f-^!>>-a'0*.^ ^^-V >flod.^Q_3 y^i-» ooot ^t-i-fioo* Fol. 273 V. 

^--.jiJso ''.►.-a-i. "Li-^o "" ■ 

. . v<-:so V«~^ .u»d-^s( ^.^» )— ••/ wotn \ V ooot 

>rn^ v' ./ °°. .wOM^d^.jk .L^jjelo .ooot Lvk:^o 



:U'>_v> 601 -1^/ fc^rSoi cnJ:i. 



a-90 .. a^Ok.2> t^O 

yooi VI s )oo) ^ N.V) V '1^;— «ti,. ,?;..v? (L-V.,.v>-ji, 



\° 



«._^ ^^_s ^-^ 1 1 v> V ^^...Sj^^-j ^-^ic 



tC-IOI 



M Ja— ^'j^.3 



72, 



.•k«_3 



V 



CLJOI .S 



I 4^ 



wo 



. u-«( '^oji^ . •ooot K. VI N? 

, .k^i-:;j>w "^-iiLsl/ )k>i.jLs i».so 



) •>", ^- tma_2^o_SLj^ woipi \ v< ■ 
ooot "^fli-ioo 600) '^^J_^4^ ^^® ''ll^^^ )?o*-^ 

V 

I ■ v« . S. I ^ - 600) ^«-fl.fY> vo ":>6o»..lL.j>^ 



so . • . ; N >. ■« 



•'■"~ gi >" 



UsD 8\Of^l 



c»..,; ^.v> J)? «^)u^6a» Jfc-a.,^? '\Q-a-^ 
iJjcooiJ IsJ? o.^ iiib(' ..ko( ^ 

"^jiy. oo) )l*^6o«>? ^ii_. »_o ).-o;-*^> V ,>-o %--?o * 
Jl 

]oo( UiJ .)>_)j_-/ |u3oo > -So « )oo) o)i_a_3» * 



8' ]!;■&_» i-^^-o «o) i 



I v>» 



••fc^i^^ 



' ^■.L.JO.-ii. 



20 
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II. 
Jacobite Eecension, feom Cod. Mus. Beit. Add. 7183. 

»^j.^Uj« "U:^ »'"*^ "Mlij-Jjo '\ii^ .^oov:^= 

• i • • ■ ■ J " ■ ■ ■ ' 

^\Si^ "^4lo '?j ^».l?.;^ =^-«4i» "..ii^ »»'<Li^ij: 

'\^\lio "o,j^? ^o.^ ''t^?-=> .)lM't:i '"^-A^J. 

«^^oLoiSu» ,»i^ iko. .Ui^^Lio ".fc^Ut-^ °^vo^:.o 

'^°.MOilXaAik °^>=i^ °'|ul:soo ^'c^j^? .^^\»». .ot^o^mj? 

".-iijL "u-'ksir ".>^oi-r "".^sL^u '"..^^ui? 

".^1^' "li^r ".^oo^:JU ''.,^I*^S ^\.a^;>v. 
:.fnS '^ua_aj« .Uo>aJ^ 1 nN ".luss^Ls '"uocu.^Ja 



83 
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The preceding specimens^ are exhibited with as near an 
approach to facsimile as can be obtained in this way. By the 
use of print instead of photography, the Nestorian specimen 
has been set out in a style more convenient for the student ^, 
although no marks have been omitted or changed. Every 
word in it which also occurs in the shorter Jacobite recension 
is numbered for reference. As far as possible the position and 
slope of dots and lines has been retained, but in a few places of 
the Jacobite specimen, the printer found it necessary to reverse 
the situation of the vowel mark. The Maronite type does 
not, of course, bear much resemblance either to the Nestorian 
Estrangela of Add. 13,138, or to the later and Jacobite hand 
of Add. 7183; but ordinary Estrangela would hardly have 
afforded a better representation, and would have required an 
inconvenient amount of space. The latter consideration was 
also a serious objection to the use of facsimile plates. 

In the Nestorian MS. the points of BuJcaka and Qushaya 
are expressed by fine dots, in the Jacobite by red dots of 
larger size. In the specimens these points are represented by 
very fine dots, set somewhat to the right of the begadkephatk 
letter. The medial pronunciation of s in the Jacobite 
Massorah is represented, as in the MS., by a point within the 
letter — e.g. word 38, t3no<T>«9i('. The vowel mark has 
been discarded, as having no place in the MS., and ', , sepa- 
rately, or the diphthong '", are used, exactly as in the 
original: in word 17 will be found another diphthong '''. 
The Nestorian scribe used red for his reference marks, repre- 
sented in print by ', and the same colour for the marks 
+ + J P- 93> ^0*-' fo^ *^® ° °' ^^^ 1 1 ' p. 94. top, and for some of 
the enclosures of the glosses. Occasionally in the text a red 
dot, printed °, is found in. place of a black. From a Note 

» Professor Ndldeke, the eminent Orientalist of Strasburg, has corresponded 
with my colleague, Dr. Bezold, about these specimens, and has favoured us 
with some valuable notes and suggestions, which I now acknowledge, with 
hearty thanks. Some of these are combined with my own remarks on the 
Massoretic text ; some are quoted in full below. 

' Besides the difficulties which the characters present to the reader who is 
not familiar with MSS. of various epochs, the lines are sometimes so close 
together that the dots under one word are almost confused with those above 
the word below. 

VOL. III. H 
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appended to the codex itself, it appears that by colour, as well 
as by underlining or overlining the dots, a distinction was 
made between the vowels and accents of different critics. Yet 
as word 13 is marked with a black dot, and the same 
word four lines above with a red ; the second word of 1. 9 
with ', but word 51 with °; it would seem that in some 
cases the choice of colour and form for marks was somewhat 
arbitrary. The red dot on ^^», third word, last line but two, 
p. 94, may indicate a varia lectio in the passage, for the ^» 
is omitted in some Peshitto MSS. 

Many words or syllables are without any vowel marks, and 
many legadkephath letters without their Huhaka or Qushaya. 
These are cases where they would be easily understood by the 
reader. To many words, in addition to the vowels, diacritical 
and accentual dots are afiixed. The purpose of some of these 
marks is not always obvious, and the work of the scribe is not 
entirely free from errors. On p. 93, last line but two, )j.9J» is 
written without the diacritical point on » ; on p. 94, 1. 4, ycnNa 
stands for ivo, the context being iva ..ots.*/ ; and there are 
other cases of inconsistency or carelessness j but the correction 
of these, and the full explanation of the different kinds of 
dots ^, must be reserved for a critical edition of the Massorah. 

Linea occultans does not occur ; the — is MeJiagyana ; "^ is 
Marhetana, and is sometimes virtually a linea occultans, as in 
words 59, 60, to be pronounced together as b'hellan. At the 
end of a word this mark is a kind of Nagoda, slurring the last 
syllable of the preceding word to the first of the following. 

We do not add here, as before, translations of the Syriac, 
because the Massoretic text is hardly of interest, except to the 
Syriac reader. For example, the first three lines only represent 
as much as follows of the text of Sehaaf : — et tumultuati sine 
causa — et consolatus est eos, ac osculatus est eos — et quum cir- 
euisset regiones illas — venit in Graeciam regionem — et egressi 
sunt cum eo usque in Asiam, etc., the whole of v. 3 being 
omitted. At cap. xx. a8 (p. 94, 1. 6) the words are given — et 
toti gregi, in quem constituit vos Spiritus Sanctus episcopos — 

' Many of the accentual marks in MSS. of the Peshitto are liturgical in 
origin. ' The " Singsang " in the Syriac churches is of no more value to the 
linguist than is that of the Synagogues.' — NOldeke. 
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then there is a gap ta v. 31. This is a decisive instance of the 
real value of the Massoretie text. While replete with inform- 
ation about vowels and' accents, it may often be a blank in 
places where evidence is sought about an important reading. 



The Glosses and other Marginal Notes. 

P. 93, right hand. oi.^=c»aL^, i. e. elide, the letters ) and 
^ — referring to word 5, and the next word. So below, 
and on next page, ' elide L ; ' word 84, ' eUde «.' 

P. 93, left hand. The first gloss refers to )Ljd1I, and indicates 
that the initial ( is mute, so that the word is to he read 
las'ya, not I'as'yS,. Therefore it does not follow the ordinary 
rule of Nestorian pronunciation of forms with initial ^ and 
prefixed preposition, such as |l'=>\)l (word 43) = relpha, 
but in the Jacobite Eecension )Lai>.JI = lelphl — cf p. 83, 
n. I. Both here and below (word 13) the mehagyana 
indicates the prolonged pronunciation As'ya, or Asija, not 
Asya ; while the (.) under the final J (cf \.jJ^-^al, 1. 10) 
is perhaps a kind of mappiq, to ensure a full pronunciation 
of the last letter. 

,jito( appears not to be an abbreviation, in spite of the . 
after it (cf .»*^, and, p. 94, .)»-»), but the imper. Aph. of 
> a\nci — 'take up,' 'prolong,' the ^, and pronounce Gaios; 
compare the vocalization in the Jacobite recension. The 
opposite is noted below with reference to word 2 6 — do not 
prolong the ^, as the Jacobites who say .cu2^^o«.^, 
but pronounce Batroghlion. ' The Jacobite has (^ against 
the rule, for y is regularly (^ soft.' — Noldeke. 

In the second word of line 9 1* is to be read like ), 
Mdqedhona'e. ' In such cases the Nestorians often write 

)»Lj6j n.v^, with J, often in red, over the «.' — N. 

P. 94, right hand. The first gloss is almost illegible. It looks 
like il I*, and undoubtedly refers to the word yo -^S-^. 
Perhaps »l is an abbreviation for some accent. The initial 
9 ought by rule to be o, and perhaps the scribe desired to 
call attention to this reading in his copy, but did not wish 
to correct it — another illustration of that textual conser- 
H a 
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vatism which we have already noticed' (see pp. 88, ,n. 2, 
89, n. i). 

The word numbered 51 is to be pronounced with o=w — 
Keipros ^■ 

The words numbered 59, 60, have already been noticed in con- 
nection with the marhetana. The additional direction is 
given that one nun only is to be read. 

P. 94, left hand. >*^5,o» 'pronounce,' 'put vowel to,' i.e. read 
l)wj/ as akgrzeth, not akr'zeth. The gloss emphasizes the 
mehagyana, which is sometimes written without adding 
w.^0). Instances occur below of both practices. 

P. 95, right hand. Put the accent Nisha to the word »fle. 

The word ,30 with the accent Eethma ; the next word to be 

read metheshed not meih'shed. 
The Nestorian pronunciation of Jesus ', Isho', not Yeshvt, as the 

Westerns, will be found on p. 93, last line. In the margins 

are noted sections XIX, XX, XXI, of the thirty-two (cf. 

p. 81 above) into which the Acts and Catholic E2nstles were 

divided. 

The Jacobite Keoension contains nothing in our specimen which 
calls for special remark. There is only one gloss, referring 
to word 85, which is quoted from Acts xxii. 25, and it 
directs to read the verse interrogatively. 

' My courteous oorreBpondent, Professor Guidi, writes : — ' Credo che il noto 
luogo debba leggersi >!. ,^, e sia abbreviazione di miI \ " ""*, vale a dire 
che in . Qa^p sono dne rukkS,khS ; Vanomalia della pronuncia con dm 
rukk&kha fe stata ragione che cib siasi speoialmente notato.' 

^ ' This remark is interesting. The Greek v has troubled Syriac writers. 
The Jakobites have, as a rule, vocalised it as '' ; and so also 01, which was then 
pronounced exactly like v. But, as they could not well pronounce the sound ii 
in the form in question, they mostly put '''. The Nestorians write either 
6 or o . I had hitherto thought that the latter is meant for eu, or some- 
thing like it, but I see from the above gloss that it is simply i. Of course 
they did not write o, for that would have been pronounced u. Some of the 
later Nestorians misunderstood this spelling ; so klv^wos became first KvvBivoSf 
then >£o'o±tfjaJ3, then ,£OQXffiaJ3, and now-a-days the Nestorians say 
qewandmos I ' — NOldeke. 

' See Dm Nesforianische Kirchenlieder (Haneberg) in Zeit. d. Morgenl. 
Gesellsch. iii. p. 231. 
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THE NUMBERING OF THE MSS. OF THE 
APPARATUS CRITICUS. 

My collaborator, P. E. Pusey, was accustomed to distinguish 
the MSS. which he collated by letters, and some notes which 
he left suggest that he intended to arrange a series in order 
of merit, employing the Greek and English alphabets in 
combination. But the plan is not clearly defined, and such a 
series would necessarily be temporary, and would depend on 
individual opinion of the value of codices and their relations to 
one another. It has seemed to me therefore that it would be 
better to adopt a simple arithmetical order, which involves no 
assumptions, and will allow of indefinite expansion without 
requiring the alteration of any symbol already in use. I have 
retained the numbers which I had already given to the MSS. 
I have collated. They do not indicate any precedence in value 
or antiquity, but were assigned as each codex in succession 
chanced to come under examination. The next set are the 
MSS. collated by my departed friend, numbered in the order 
in which he had lettered them. The remaining numbers 
indicate other MSS. which I have used through the help of 
different collators, and which in some cases are quoted on the 
authority of printed books. I have made a further selection 
of readings from some of P. E. Pusey's MSS., and have to 
acknowledge assistance in my own work ^ ; but without going 
into particulars, the responsibility may be apportioned as 
follows : — 

I-I3 are the MSS. collated by G. H. Gwilliam. 
13-35 are P. E. Pusey's MSS., the readings of which are 
quoted on his authority. About half of these MSS. he 
had collated thoroughly, the remainder in important 
passages. 

' See p. 73, n. 2. 
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36-40 five MSS. for the readings of which we are indebted 
to other collators. 

On a similar plan the Massoretic codices (for the evidence of 
which Dr. Bezold is responsible) are numbered Mas. i, a, etc. 

Dr. Gwynn, in his edition of the Antilegomena (p. 54 n., 
above) has so numbered his MSS. that his cod. la is the same 
as our 13 — the only MS. common to his series and ours^ 

^ Dr. Scrivener (Introduction, ch. ii. aeo. i) has pointed out how defective 
and misleading is the notation of Greek New Testament MSS., but the attempt 
to amend the system would now be attended with still greater inconveniences, 
and therefore it is much to be regretted that in Proleg. in Nov. Test. Tischend. 
(iii. pp. 792-800) Dr. Gregory has assigned to the Cursives other numerals 
than those by which they have been known for many years to all textual 
critics. 

I venture to express the hope that in Syriac Biblical criticism the simple 
system which I have adopted may be followed. Thus in the New Testament 
we might have Pesh. i, 2, 3, etc. ; Dr. Gwynn's MSS. might be known as 
Antileg. 1, 2, 3, etc. ; in the edition of the Revised Syriac, for which we have 
been waiting many years, we should have Sarkl. i, 2, 3, etc. ; and if here- 
after other MSS. should be found to contain a text like that ot Add. 14,451 
(Cureton i), they might be caUed Cur. 2, 3, etc. A similar system would be 
desirable for the Syriac Old Testament. 



of the Peshitto New Testament. 103 



INDEX OF THOSE SYRIAC CODICES 

WHICH AEE QUOTED BY NUMERALS IN THE PRECEDING PAGES. 

2 = Loudinensis Additionalis . . 17,116, saec. vi 
S = „ „ I4>464> )• ■" 

7 = ,, „ 14,46a, A. D. 600 

S = >, „ 17,114, saeo. vi aut vii 

'°= » ,, 17.115. .. vi 

11 = Crawfordianus I „ vi 

12 = „ II „ xi aut xii 

13 = Londinensis Additionalis . . 14,454, » vi aut vii 

14 = " „ 14.453. .. V aut vi 



/ 14.459. T 
tfoU.i-66,/" 



15 = 

16= „ „ 7,157, A. D. 768 

17= ., ,. 14,470, saec. V aut vi 

18= „ „ 17. 117, ,. v aut vi 

20= „ „ 12,137. ., vi aut vii 

21= „ ,, 14.449 .. vi aut vii 

23= „ „ 17,113. ,. vi aut vii 



J 14,461, 1 . 

\foU.i-io7,/" " 



24 = 

25 = ,. >, 14.463, ,, vii 

26 = Florentinus A. D. 586 

32 = Londinensis Additionalis . . 14,471, ,, 615 

33 = .. ,. 14.448, ., 699 aut 700 
36 = Oxoniensis Dawkinsianus III . . ■ saec. ix 

40 = Vaticanus A. D. 548 

Each of these twenty-three MSS. is here distinguished by the number which 
will be appropriated to it hereafter in the critical revision of the Peshitto New 
Testament. 
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SYNOPSIS. 

I. Diplomatic evidence for the Peshitto text : 

A. Dated MS. copies, pp. 50-3. 

B. Undated MSS. of fifth and sixth centuries, and 

others, pp. 53-5. 

C. The Urumiah edition of the ancient Nestorian 

text, pp. 55-6. 
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pp. 60-3. 
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III. Versions from the Syriac, p. 65. Quotations, pp. 65-7. 

IV. The Eastern and Western types of text compared, 

pp. 68-72. 

V. Various Readings in copies of the Peshitto, their 
extent and significance, pp. 72-9 and 82-4. 
Points, divisions, punctuation, pp. 78-82. 
The Curetonian, pp. 84-6, and 89-90. 

VI. Revisions of the Peshitto New Testament in the Syrian 
Church, pp. 86-9.. 

VII. Use of existing materials for a critical edition of the 
Peshitto, pp. 90-2. 
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IV. 

AN EXAMINATION OF 

THE NEW TESTAMENT QUOTATIONS 

OF EPHEEM SYEUS. 

[F. H. Woods.] 

The recent discovery, if we may call it so, of Ephrem's 
Commentary on the Diatessaron has raised, or reopened, 
several questions of great importance to the critical student 
of the Canon and Text of the New Testament. Such are the 
relations borne by the Syriac writers of the fourth century, 
Aphraates and Ephrem, (i) to the two Syriac Versions, the 
Curetonian and the Peshitto, (3) to Tatian's Diatessaron. 
Of the first, the Curetonian is now generally believed to be 
a fragment of the original Syriac Version, and the Peshitto 
merely a later recension of the same, influenced, as has been 
pointed out, by what are technically called Syrian readings 
(see Westcott and Hort, Intr. ^14) 1. Thus while the Cure- 
tonian is closely allied to D, the Peshitto presents a mixed 
text allied on the one side to D, and on the other to A. The 
text of the Diatessaron can only be imperfectly, and with 
great uncertainty, reconstructed from the works of those 
writers who are believed to quote from it. The principal work 
of this kind is Ephrem's Commentary on the Diatessaron. 
But unfortunately it is not always easy to distinguish the com- 
mentary from the text commented on ; moreover, the work is 

' For the contrary opinion that the Peshitto represents the original Syriac 
Tersion, and the Curetonian a much later recension, see M. I'Abb^ Martin's 
work, Introduction d, la Critique textuelle, pp. 104-127 and 166-168. 



io6 An Examination of the New Testament 

only preserved in an Armenian Version, and scholars have, for 
the most part, to depend upon a Latin translation even of that. 
Further difficulties in determining these questions arise from 
the fragmentary character of the Curetonian, and the paucity 
of passages quoted both by Ephrem and Aphraates. 

This paper is only a small contribution towards solving the 
problems in question^. The accompanying Table gives a 
collation of the New Testament quotations found in the three 
Syriac volumes (iv-vi) of the folio edition of Ephrem's works 
(Rome, 1733-34), and in Bickell's edition of the Carmina, with 
the Peshitto text of Widmanstadt. Only such passages are 
intentionally omitted which, being of the nature of allusions 
rather than quotations, are no proof of the text used by 
Ephrem. The quotations, it is only fair to state, have not 
been gathered by reading through the Syriac text, but by 
using the marginal references, or noting the passages printed 
in italics in the Latin translation, and only enough of 
the context has been read to make the way in which the 
passages were quoted perfectly intelligible. As the Latin 
translation is notoriously inaccurate, and the marginal refer- 
ences are sometimes wrongly given, it is very probable that 
some quotations have been missed. On the other hand, a 
few not marked as quotations in that edition have been met 
with accidentally and added to the list ; so that it may be 
considered complete enough for all practical purposes. I have, 
besides, collated the quotations, wherever possible, with the 
Curetonian, Aphraates, and, where they seriously differed from 
the Peshitto, with the Diatessaron. The readings of the 
latter are from the Latin translation of Ephrem's Com- 
mentary as found in Zahn's Forschungen, II. ii. I have not 
included the quotations of the works of Ephrem preserved 
only in Greek, and contained in vols, i-iii of the folio 

' The general conclusions have been already given in an additional note 
appended to Mr. Gwilliam's paper on 'a Syriac Biblical MS.' in Studia Sillica, 
vol. i. pp. 173, 4. But that note, drawn up irom rough notes at a time when 
the MS. containing the collation of Ephrem's quotations was unfortunately 
mislaid, hardly does full justice to the deviations from the Pesliitto. 
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edition ; because the Greek translator is certain, either con- 
sciously or unconsciously, to have been influenced by the 
Greek text of the New Testament. 

It is well to point out that we have to contend in an 
exaggerated form with the difiiculties attaching more or less 
to all patristic quotations. Ephrem seems very generally to 
have quoted from memory: he interweaves quotations with 
his own comments : he combines passages together, especially 
parallel passages from the Gospels : he even arbitrarily alters 
words or sentences by way of paraphrase. We have a 
characteristic example of such a paraphrastic quotation in 
vol. vi. p. 407 c, D, where the reference is to Luke vii. 44-47. 
It i-uns as follows : — ' O Simon, I entered into thine house, 
said our Lord to the Pharisee, and thou didst not wash 
(^-s^() my feet with water, but she by (♦*=) the tears of 
her eyes washed (fc^^^i) my feet as she wept ; and the hair of 
her head in truth instead of a towel she gave me. Thou didst 
not anoint me, O Simon, this was [too] troublesome ()^\) 
for thee,' etc. etc. Again, in quoting Matt. xxiv. 4a (see 
Table) he alters yaawo to Jlajo, thus making the passage 
' ye know not at what time death cometh ; ' and yet this is 
prefaced by the words MotOj..vi\tsX ypo wso/ ' our Lord 
said to His Disciples.' Similarly, in John vi. 40, loa-oj? I^jocl. 
'the day of Resurrection' is substituted for )L»*.^ ]c«cl* 'the 
last day.' In such cases there is no question of a various 
reading. That Ephrem thus freely treated the texts he 
quoted, though obvious enough in itself, is placed beyond all 
doubt by the fact that he frequently quotes the same passages 
variously in difierent places, as e.g. Luke i. '^0,, which in 
Ephr. V. ai6A is in perfect agreement with the Peshitto, but 
in iv. 404 c varies considerably from it. (See also in Table, 
Matt. iii. 17, xxv. 41, Luke ii. 34, xi, 3, xvii. ai, John xi, 53, 
I Cor. vii. 31, Eph. ii. 14.) 

Even a cursory glance at the Table makes it quite evident 
that Ephrem in the main used the Peshitto text. Roughly 
speaking, out of 168 quotations from the New Testament, 



io8 An Examination of the New Testament 

43 agree exactly with that Version. Though some of them 
are very short, others are of a considerable length, extending 
to a verse or more (see Table, Luke i. 73-75> John vii. 38, 
Acts vii. 52, Rom. viii. %6, 27, i Cor. x. 6, Eph. ii. 5, 6), and 
the number would be nearly doubled if we ignored such slight 
variations as all quotations are liable to. That some of these 
exact quotations should be quoted again with variations from 
the Peshitto really strengthens the argument, because they 
prove the great freedom which Ephrem allowed himself. 

We have now to consider whether the variations in the 
rest can always be accounted for on the hypothesis of free 
quotation or paraphrase^. This is clearly the case even in some 
passages which diifer very considerably from the Peshitto, as 
in the paraphrase of Matt. xi. 28, 29 in Ephr. vi. 372 B, which 
runs as follows : — ' Come unto ME, crieth thy love, O ye that 
labour in vain and are with [lit. in] heavy burdens and 
wearied with lusts, learn of ME rest, and obtain of ME 
gentleness. My yoke is easy if ye will, and My burden 
exceeding light.' Here it is obvious enough that we have 
a rhetorical and homiletical expansion of the Peshitto text. 

But in other cases the explanation is not so simple. Some- 
times the same passages are quoted more than once with the 
same vaiiations from the Peshitto. The quotations of Rom. 
V. ao are a remarkable instance of this. Here we have in a 
short passage at least five distinct variations from the 
Peshitto, and the two quotations, be it observed, stand far 
apart in distinct collections of Sermons. It is not likely 
therefore that Ephrem inadvertently copied his own quotation 
in mistake for the original. Now it will be seen that the 
passage as it stands in Ephrem is certainly as good a trans- 
lation of the Greek (u>^o fcs*._)l( is a more forcible render- 

' Abb^ Martin, pp. 38, 39, 1 26, accounts for the variations from the Peshitto 
by maintaining that Ephrem wrote ' for the most part ' in metre, usually in 
lines of seven syllables ; but if so, it is difficult to explain the long exact quo- 
tations from the Peshitto which we sometimes find. Certainly the rules of 
metre must have been very elastic. It is unfortunate that we are not definitely 
told which of the commentaries (if not all) have this metrical form. 
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ing of viTfpeTTepi<T(rev(rfv than l,tV-L^), and has not the least 
appearance of being' a paraphrase ^. 

We also find several other quotations in Ephrem which 
have all the appearance of being- different translations of the 
Greek text. These are of two kinds, (a) those where, as 
probably in Rom. v. 30, the quotation represents merely a 
different rendering of the same Greek words ; (b) where it 
points to a different reading of the Greek text. 

(«) The first cannot always be determined with certainty, 
especially when the quotations are synonymous with the 
Peshitto, as the same variants are capable of being explained 
either as different translations of the Greek, or as arising from 
careless quotation. But where the word or phrase varying 
from the Peshitto more exactly represents the Greek, or gives 
a different explanation of an ambiguous Greek expression, 
there is a strong presumption that the quotation containing 
it is from some source independent of the Peshitto. For 
example, in Ephrem's quotation of Eph. iv. 3 the three striking 
words of the Peshitto are all replaced by synonyms, of which 
jLcu^ at any rate more literally represents the Greek kvoTrjra 
than jlcuo/. In any case it is hardly likely that Ephrem 
should have forgotten all three expressions, and certainly 
difficult to see why he should have arbitrarily altered them. 
In a Cor. vii. 2 we apparently get in ^a.,a.ao (Ephr.), 'receive 
us,' and ^oji.rr (Pesh.) 'bear with us/ two different ren- 
derings of the Greek xa>pricraTe ■^jxas. Though the two Syriac 
words resemble each other in look, a false reading in either 
case is extremely improbable, as no variant is actually found 
in any MS. of the Peshitto, and the expression of Ephrem is an 
ancient interpretation of the Greek word found in the Vulgate 
and other early authorities. Indeed the two renderings cor- 
respond very nearly to those of the Authorized Version and 
the Revised Version of our English Bible. The quotation 

' We have other but leas striking examples of passages quoted more than 
once in more or less agreement against the Peshitto in Matt. vii. 7 (Luke xi. 9 b) 
and Eph. ii. 14 (see Table). 
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of Eph. iii. 19 is particularly interesting. Here Widmanstadt 
and other editions of the Peshitto have, in accordance with 
the best MSS. of that version, instead of the forcible words 
Ti\v vTTfpfidWova-av rrjs yvcoa-eois, the very tame expression )!.&=>» 
Iaom? ' the greatness of love.' The reading of the Cologne 
MS. is |L3Q-»? Jl^«-» looj, which is probably one of those late 
adaptations to the Greek, which are characteristic of this 
MS.^ On the other hand, Ephrem has, what is clearly 
another and more exact rendering of the Greek phrase, 
jk-^j* ^ ip»?. The first word is evidently intended to bring 
out the force of inrep, and the expression is free from the 
constructional ambiguity of the reading of the Peshitto MSS. 
(d) We have several cases in which the quotations in Ephrem 
seem to point to a different reading of the Greek text from that 
attested by the Peshitto. Thus in the quotation of Luke ii. 52, 
Ephrem supports crocfyiq koI fjkiKCa, the ordinary and by far the 
best attested reading; whereas rj\iKlq koI (ro<f>iq is that of both 
the Peshitto and the Curetonian, as well as of a few Western 
authorities. Ephrem's quotation of 2 Cor. v. 21 has t^*^-- — 
virep rjix&v. This is found in all (?) extant Greek MSS. ; but 
the Peshitto supports the variant v-aep vp,lav. Similarly in 
his quotation of Gal. v. 22 Ephrem supports the singula!' 
KapiTos, whereas the Peshitto has ]i^'S = KapTTol (see note in 
Table). In Ephrem iv. 511 B, we have in the sentence, ' Now 
Christ was crucified without the gate of Jerusalem,' what 
appears to be an allusion to l£&) ttjj ttvXjjs eiraOe, in Heb. 
xiii. 12. It is true that in Ephrem the Old Testament parallel 
to Christ is not, as in Hebrews, the victim sacrificed outside 
the camp, but the innocent Naboth, who was taken out of the 
city and stoned. But the stress of the argument in both cases 
lies on the word ' outside,' and there is no other passage in the 
New Testament in which any special importance is attached to 

' I am indebted to the Rev. G. H. Grwilliam, Fellow of Hertford College, 
for kindly supplying me with this and other useful information, especially 
about the Syriac MSS. of the Peshitto. I have attached the initials G. H. G. 
in the Table to statements made upon his authority. I gladly avail myself of 
this opportunity of acknowledging my obligations. 
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the fact that Christ's crucifixion took place outside Jerusalem. 
Now the Peshitto of Hebrews has not 'outside the gate,' 
but J^o^fSB ^ i-^ ' outside the city.' As a matter of fact 
the form of the expression in the Peshitto would have better 
suited the parallel which Ephrem is drawing, because it comes 
more nearly to that in i Kings xxi. 13, in which Naboth is 
said to have been taken Ifc^io ^ i^X ' outside the city,' which 
is synonymous with Jba^*aD ^ t2Li>> of Hebrews. It would not 
be wise to lay too much stress upon what might, after all, be 
only a coincidence ; but taken with the other examples it is 
certainly significant. 

We have possibly, two other examples of the same kind in 
the quotations from Luke i. 75 and Acts v. 41. But in the 
first the addition of the word corresponding to koX biKaioavvrj, 
though not found in Widmanstadt, is supported by the MSS. 
of the Peshitto, and it is most probable that Widmanstadt 
omitted it by en-or. In the second passage the reading 
6v6\j.aTi avTov is only found in Origen and in a few other 
authorities ; moreover, the alteration is so natural, and similar 
alterations of the passage so common, that probably it was 
quite independent on Ephrem's part. 

Our inquiry so far proves that Ephrem had access either to 
a complete text of the New Testament, or at least a collection 
of passages quite independent of the Peshitto : but whether 
in Greek or Syriac is not as yet shown. If we now compare 
EphrenL's quotations with the Curetonian, we shall find only 
a few instances in which the deviations from the Peshitto 
approach that version. When a quotation difiers from the 
Peshitto we usually find the two versions in agreement, and 
when not so, that they both difier in various ways from the 
quotation. Again, where in a passage quoted the Curetonian 
diifers from the Peshitto, the quotation is usually found to agree 
with the latter (as e.g. Matt. v. 44, xi. 14, John v. 22). In the 
few cases in which there is some agreement between the quo- 
tation and the Curetonian against the Peshitto, there is often 
some still more striking disagreement in the same passage. 
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To take them separately. In Matt. iii. 17 and xvii. 5 the 
Curetonian reads, for Jla»a-. (Pesh.) ' beloved,' >. j< . a .«o ' and my 
beloved.' So that the passage curiously runs ' thou art (this 
is) my Son and my beloved.' So Ephrem quotes in v. 90 D ; 
but the rest of the clause in his quotation agrees neither with 
the Curetonian nor the Peshitto, but is paraphrased from 
Isa. xlii. I ; and where, in iv. 357 D, Ephrem again quotes 
the passage, it agrees with the Peshitto. The last might 
conceivably be a quotation out of the Curetonian (here de- 
ficient) of the parallels in St. Mark or St. Luke, where the 
reading may have been l.^^^^^.., but this is hardly likely. 
The next passage we have to refer to is Matt. v. 39 || Luke 
vi. 39 a. Ephrem 's quotation is in practical agreement with 
the Curetonian ; but it may also be explained as a combina- 
tion of St. Matthew and St. Luke. The question mainly 
depends upon whether the Curetonian in St. Matthew read 
Usr or ow» (as Pesh. in St. Luke), the original word in the 
MS. being now illegible. However, the fact that Aphraates 
quotes exactly as Ephrem makes it on the whole probable 
that they are both quoting, directly or indirectly, from the 
Curetonian. The case is particularly complicated, because 
the Curetonian of Matt. v. 39 corresponds to a Greek 
variant, and is in fact a Western reading. It is pos- 
sible, therefore, that Ephrem may have obtained it from 
the same soiu-ce as some of the other variants already 
noticed^. In Ephrem's quotation of Matt. xvi. 26 || Mai'k 
viii. ofi II Luke ix. 35 there is an agreement with the Cure- 
tonian (Luke) in the use of »l)j : but, as this word may 
naturally have occurred to him from the second clause, it is 
not of much weight. In his quotation of Matt. xxi. 38, it is 
more probable, from the order of the words, that ^ ' for us ' came 
from the parallel Mark xii. 7, than from ^^j, which we find in 
the Curetonian of St. Matthew. Ephrem's quotation of Luke 
X. 34 agrees with the Curetonian, but no great stress can 

^ It should be observecl, however, that Ephrem opposes the Western text 
iu Luke ii. 52. 
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be laid upon such a slight and natural change of order. 
In Luke xiv. 31 we get in Ephrem's quotation what appears 
to be a conflation of Peshitto and Curetonian readings. 
Here ert'pft) is translated in the Curetonian quite literally by 
\j-i^], whereas the Peshitto has ot^a— ' his neighbour.' Ephrem 
combines the two. But the most remarkable agreement 
with the Curetonian is in the quotation of John i. 3. It 
will be seen that it agrees with that version in all the three 
points in which the latter differs from the Peshitto. Some 
objection might be raised about the third. It might be 
said that Ephrem cuts his quotation short at looi, or that 
it is uncritical to lay too much stress upon what is, after 
aU, only a difference of punctuation. But considered in 
connexion with the two other points of agreement and the 
divided state of textual authorities upon this passage, the 
omission becomes significant. A partial agreement with the 
Curetonian of John v. %% will be noticed further on. The 
quotations which have been discussed, are sufficient to prove 
that the Curetonian had some, though a slight and perhaps 
indirect, influence on the quotations of Ephrem. 

A comparison of Ephrem's quotations with Aphraates is 
not always easy, because the latter also treats the New Testa- 
ment with very great freedom. It is very possible, therefore, 
that small agreements between the two against the Peshitto 
may be only coincidences. A further difficulty lies in the 
fact that the number of passages which both happen to quote 
in common is very small. But we can at least safely say that 
there is but very slight evidence of any deviation in Ephrem 
from the Peshitto in this direction. We generally find that 
when one of these writers' quotations differs from the Peshitto, 
the other agrees. In other cases they both disagree in different 
ways. We have, for instance, in Matt. xxv. 34-40, a long 
passage which is quoted, or perhaps we should say para- 
phrased, by both. Here the variations of Ephrem from the 
Peshitto are very numerous ; and yet only one, and that a 
very insignificant one, is found in Aphraates. In fact the 

VOL. III. I 
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variations of both are natural enough, if we regard the first 
as a loose memoriter quotation, the latter as a compressed 
paraphrase of the Peshitto. We will take the other quotations 
containing agreements with Aphraates against the Peshitto 
in their order. In quoting Matt. v. 4 both combine Luke 
vi. a I, so far at any rate as to make a separate beatitude 
for the ' mourners ' (U^f') and the ' weepers ' {^=>) ; but en- 
tirely disagree in the language of these beatitudes, which in 
both wi-iters has striking peculiarities. In the first, as given 
by Aphraates, the word yoa*ol^ 'shall be supplicated' is 
clearly, as Dr. Zahn has pointed out {Forsch. II. ii. 16), a 
different rendering of the Greek ■napaKKr)6riiTovTM. In. Matt. 
V. 39 the agreement with Aphraates may possibly have 
arisen from a similar combination of Matthew and Luke ; 
but the fact that it is apparently so found, as has been already 
pointed out, in the Curetonian, and probably also in the 
DiatessaroD, makes this improbable. Matt. xxv. 41 is twice 
quoted by Ephrem and once by Aphraates, and all three 
quotations agree in omitting the word y>N . v^> .» ' eternal ' 
after )ja.b- 'fire.' This can hardly be accidental. The same 
may be said also of the agreement of Ephrem with Aphra- 
ates in the insertion of «j.aX in John iii. 34. Unfortunately 
the Curetonian is here partly defective. The quotations of 
John V. 2% are again interesting. Aphraates twice quotes 
this passage in exact agreement with the Curetonian, which 
compared with the Peshitto has ' will give ' for ' hath given.' 
Moreover the verb is different, and in a diflPerent order, and 
there is also a difference of order at the beginning of the 
verse. In this latter respect only the quotation of Ephrem 
agrees. In John xiv. 27 Ephrem and Aphraates agree in 
adding t*iik ' my ' after j.'oNji. ' peace ;' but the addition is 
very natural, especially by Aphraates, who only gives the 
first clause. In quoting i Cor. xv. ^^, both writers make a 
similar transposition ; the words ' mortal ' and ' immortality ' 
being placed in the first clause, ' corruptible ' and ' incor- 
ruption ' in the second ; but the actual language of the two 
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does not quite agree. The reading of )joto 'and this' 
found in Aphraates, and nearly agreeing with Ephrem, is 
most probably the true reading of the Peshitto. In 3 Cor. 
V. 31 the reading by Aphraates of .l^^^io, synonymous but 
not agreeing with ^^qS .. of Ephrem, and = Greek v-n^p rjfjL&v, 
would almost seem to point to an error in the Peshitto text 
( = vTTfp viJL&v), but that no variants are actually found. 

On the other hand, it is important to notice that there are 
some very remarkable readings found in the quotations of 
Aphraates, which do not appear in the quotations of the same 
passages by Ephrem. Two of them, in the quotations of 
Matt. V. 4, John v. 22, have already been noticed : but there 
are others equally significant. For example, Aphraates thrice 
quotes I Cor. iii. 1 6 with the variant t.«.iiv> ' Christ ' for the 
first ]ei^( ' God.' He must therefore have been familiar with 
the text in this form, but Ephrem's quotation, though it has 
several other variants, agrees in this respect with the Peshitto. 
Similarly Aphraates twice quotes Eph. ii. 5, 6, and in both 
quotations reads ^&a>! 'lifted us up' for the almost synony- 
mous .fi.No/ 'raised us up,' which is found in Ephrem and 
Peshitto. 

The evidence for establishing any possible relation between 
the quotations of Ephrem and the Diatessaron is even more 
slight. "When we bear in mind that Ephrem's commentary 
on the Diatessaron is our only certain source of information 
concerning its contents and text ^, we should naturally have 
expected to find traces of this so-called Harmony in his 
other works. But as a fact we find very few variants from 
the Peshitto according with what appears to be the text 
of the Diatessai-on. That in Ephrem's quotation of Matt. 
V. 39 has already been noticed. Ephrem also quotes Matt. 

' It is true that Dr. Zahn and his followers maintain that all the quotations 
of Aphraates are from the Diatessaron. I have already in a review of Dr. 
Bert's translation of Aphraates in the Classical Seview of December, 1889, 
ventured to give the reasons why this opinion seems to me to rest on insufS- 
cient evidence, and it is not necessary for my present purpose to repeat them, 
as that question does not affect the main arguments of this paper. 

I 2 
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XV. 27 without the singular addition of ^**-o ' and live, 
which is found both in the Peshitto and Curetonian, but not 
apparently in the Diatessaron. But this may reasonably be 
classed with those other variants of Ephrem which accord 
with the Greek text against the Peshitto : or it may be right, 
on the other hand, to regard the quotation as stopping at the 
word yOoMyo? 'of their masters.' We find the same uncertainty 
in Ephrem' s first quotation of Luke ii. 34, which runs, ' is set 
for the fall and rise^-" The use of this expression without any 
further limitation is certainly curious. Now in the translation 
of the Commentary on the Diatessaron (see Zahn, II. ii. § 4) 
we have ^cce Mc stat in ruinam et in reswrredionem et in sigmim 
contradictionis, and Ephrem's comment shows that this is not 
an abbreviation, but a real variant. It seems likely therefore 
that we have in this quotation an omission of the words ' of 
many in Israel,' infiuenced by the Diatessaron. The division 
of the sentences between the third and foui-th verses of John i, 
which we find apparently in Ephrem and certainly in the 
Curetonian^ seems also to be borne out by the Diatessaron ; 
but here either the Curetonian or possibly some Greek text 
may be responsible for the variant. 

The results of our inquiry may be thus summarised. The 
quotations of Ephrem may be considered under three heads : — 
(i) Those which are in exact or practical agreement with the 
Peshitto, or at any rate give us no ground for supposing that 
he used any other text, (a) Those which bear some relation 
to an extra-Peshitto Syriac text. (3) Those which point 
directly, or indirectly, but not through the medium of the 
Peshitto, to some Greek text. 

(i) Of the first class, which comprises the great bulk of 
Ephrem's quotations, nothing more need be said. {2) The 
second class may be considered, I think, as proving an 
acquaintance on Ephrem's part with pre-Peshitto readings. 
For though there is a considerable difference of opinion on 
the part of Syriac scholars about the exact relations between 

* The second agrees partially with the Peshitto. 
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the Curetonian, the Diatessaron, and Aphraates, it seems 
pretty clear that they all represent a text, in part, at least, 
more ancient than the Peshitto. These quotations may be 
explained in two ways : either Ephrem was himself acquainted 
with some earlier Syriac text in addition to the Peshitto, or 
that revision of the earlier Syriac text which constituted the 
Peshitto was not absolutely complete in his time. The 
reverse argument, that the Peshitto text, as we now know 
it, was definitely fixed and authoritative in the Church of 
Edessa, because it was the text used by Ephrem, seems there- 
fore to require some modification. 

(3) The third class of readings, though they cany us 
beyond the original purpose of this paper, are the most inter- 
esting, because the evidence they furnish is the most com- 
plete. Whence, we naturally ask, did Ephrem obtain these 
readings? Two alternative answers at once suggest them- 
selves, (a) He may have found them in some revised Syriac 
text, or at any rate in a Syriac text approximating, in 
some cases at least, more closely to the Greek than either to 
the Peshitto or the Curetonian. But there is no independent 
evidence of the existence of such a Syriac version at this 
time. (5) The facts would be equally well accounted for if we 
supposed that in certain passages variants corresponding to the 
Greek, or else the actual readings of the Greek, were known 
to him. As Dr. Zahn {Forsch. II. i. p. 59) has pointed out, 
he makes distinct reference to the Greek Text in his com- 
mentary on the Old Testament, and also in his commentary 
on the Diatessaron. That he does not in the latter by the 
' Greek ' mean the Peshitto, an explanation suggested by 
Zahn as at least possible, seems proved by his instancing 
Ukidr] as the reading of the Greek Text of John ii. i in- 
stead of eKk-qOr], whereas the latter is read by the Peshitto ^. 
It seems therefore most natural to suppose that he knew at 
any rate enough Greek for the purpose of comparing texts. 
But the alternative explanation which Dr. Zahn proposes is 
' Graecus soribit recuhuit et defecit vinum, Zahn, Forseh. II. ii. § 12. 
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equally possible, namely, that he availed himself of the 
labours of some Graeco-Syriac scholar; or, possibly, possessed 
a MS. of the Peshitto, in which the variant Greek readings 
in a Syriac dress were placed in the margin, much in the 
same way, in fact, as the variants of the Old and New 
Testament are sometimes given in English in our Kevised 
Version. There is evidence of constant intercourse be- 
tween the Greek and Syrian Christians both at Antioch and 
Edessa, at any rate at a period rather later than this '^ ; 
and it is impossible that variants between the Peshitto and 
Greek text should have failed to attract notice. Indeed 
it was probably the existence of such differences which 
had already caused the revision of the ancient Curetonian. 
Some knowledge of the Greek Text seems further proved 
by the one unmistakeable allusion to the Apocalypse (v. i. 
See also i Thess. v. % in Table). If Graeco-Syriac scholars 
were not contented with the Canon of the Peshitto, it is not 
surprising that they should not have been always contented 
with the Syriac text. Whether it was directly or indirectly 
that Ephrem obtained from some Greek text these variants 
is a matter of small consequence, but it is important to show 
that such variants were known and sometimes preferred by 
a Syriac writer of the fourth century. 



ADDITIONAL NOTE. 

No attempt has been made in this paper to deal with the 
quotations of Aphraates, except so far as they bear upon those 
of Ephrem. The same questions as before arise with regard 
to Aphraates. "Was the source of those free quotations and 
adaptations, with which his Homilies are so frequently inter- 
woven, the Peshitto, the Curetonian, or the Diatessaron ? The 
first alternative was that adopted by Dr. Wright, and was con- 
firmed with very exhaustive arguments by Abb6 Martin. The 
second has found able advocates in Germany; but the third is 
that which, under the influence of Dr. Zahn and his followers, 

' See on thia point the paper by the Rev. G. H. Gwilliam on the Syriac 
Eusebian Canons in Studia Biblica, vol. ii. p. 365. 
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may be said now to hold the field in that country. It is admitted, 
however, that the text of the Diatessaron, considered apart from its 
complex structure, must have rather closely resembled that of the 
Curetonian, which in their view holds an intermediate place 
between the Diatessaron and the Peshitto. Abbe Martin, as in 
the case of Ephrem, accounts for the extreme freedom of quotation 
on the part of Aphraates, and the amount of variation from the 
Peshitto, by the supposition that he wrote in metre, in this case a 
very complicated metre (see p. 128). But we may safely say at 
least this much, that, when we can compare the three together, 
the quotations of Aphraates do generally, as a fact, approximate 
far more closely to the Curetonian than to the Peshitto. We see 
this clearly in the examples of the three given by Abb6 Martin on 
p. 118, and again on pp. 189, 190. The last are from Matt. vi. 
19-21, xi. 28-30, xviii. 15-17, xxii. 28-30, Luke xli. 18-20. 
If we calculate the number of variants between the two versions 
in these passages, we shall find that in ten cases Aphraates sup- 
ports the reading of the Peshitto, but in as many as twenty-four 
that of the Curetonian. But the numbers here given do not convey 
the full force of the argument, because the points of agreement 
with the Curetonian are generally of more importance than those 
with the Peshitto. For example, in Matt. vi. 19 we find the most 
singular addition by the Curetonian of the words ^^kSijo and the 
omission of jlj>(o (^/jSo-k) both confirmed by Aphraates, so that the 
sentence runs, ' the place where the moth falleth and corrupteth.' 
Again in Luke xii. 19 both Aphraates and the Curetonian have 
Of °>iS isojo 'and he said to his soul,' instead of the Peshitto read- 
ing i.«qiN tJo(o ' and I will say to my soul.' Abb6 Martin indeed 
makes this last an argument for dating the Curetonian later than 
Aphraates. He argues that this reading was an intentional altera- 
tion of the Peshitto text by Aphraates, due to the way in which it 
is introduced, ' When he had heaped up much produce from his 
land, he said ; ' but that in the Curetonian it is forced and difficult 
to explain unless derived from Aphraates. He therefore suggests 
that the Curetonian may represent a revision made partly from 
Aphraates. But it may be fairly replied that the Curetonian read- 
ing, which may be simply a lapsus calami, does at least make fair 
sense ; and that, after all, the quotation of Aphraates equally 
spoils the parable, according to which the rich man died before he 
could actually congratulate himself on his goods laid up for many 
years. 
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QUOTATIONS FROM THE NEW TESTAMENT IN 

EPHREM SYRUS COMPARED WITH 

THE PESHITTO, ETC. 



Passages quoted. 



Matt. iii. 8 
Luke iii. 8 a 

^Fatt. iii. 17 
xvii. 5, 
cf. Mark i. 1 1 
Luke iii. 22 



'^^l 



Matt.v.8&4, 
cf. also Luke 
vi. 21 



Matt. V. 18 

)oo»j.Therest 
of the verse is 
paraphrased 
Matt. V. 28 
— )*-? <f» 



References 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBickell's 

Carmina. 



vi. 383B 



IV. 357 D 



90 D 



VI. 473 D 



IV. 300 



174 c 



Variations from Peshitto 
( Widmanstadt) . 



cm. ''^>»3oi and ^ and 

^Q*.[»] transposed to 
after jtaa-l 
no varr. 



for ^i.-^M, ia^a^mO 
for]^-^./, u.*aj 1^^ 
(from Is. xlii. i) 

for yOof*so^, )oa^ (bis) 
for ^.A^?> ^«.^-.)) 

for . o)U.s . ( 



' o t -iN*) , ).. '> i X 



insert (afterv.4))LSQJo 

^^^-Sl^oo (partly from 
Luke vi. 21) 



no varr. 



for )).,*♦, )j,A«j 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. in xvii. 5 agrees with 
Pesh., but in iii. 17 has 
2nd person as in Mark 
i. 1 1, Luke iii. 22, neither 
of which are extantin Cur. 

So Cur. (Matt.) 



Cur. agrees with Pesh., 
biit transposes vv. 4 and 
5 with D, etc. So Aph. 
p. 41. Aphraates' quota- 
tion is very free, but he 
has in ver. 4 the very 
curious .o°i«Tfeo .oo»^? 
for .oju^]^ yojotj, and 
somewhat similarly to 
Ephrem he distinguishes 
the blessings on the Jlia/ 
(Matt.) and ^«a=> (Luke). 

So Cur. 



Cur. has for ou>.^w; ■**(*, 
°*^ i^io; and cm. )m 
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I quoted. 



References 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBiokell's 

Carmina. 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



Keferencea to tlie Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Matt. V. 39 
Luke vi. 29 a 



Matt. V. 44 
Qi»..toendof 
verse 
cf.Lukevi.28 



Matt. vi. 9 

andl2a3a^ik 
to end of verse 
cf. Luke xi. 

2,4 
Matt. vi. 34 
— j^3je 

0)t>*<. -> 

Matt. vii. 7 
Luke xi. 9 b 



V. 164 B 



CUkOO 

Matt. ix. 2, 
see Luke V. 20 

Matt. ix. 13 b 
Mark ii. 1 7 
Luke V. 32 

to the end 



iv. 463 F 



vi. 641 c 



(v. 81 B I 
|v.342r) 

vi. 261, 
262 



vi. 369 D 



IV. 490 A 



as in Luke but for the 
insertion of ^ at the 
beginning (as in Matt.) 



for *^X, aV.. 



for &\y \isu.l, ? >^\ 



for in°im, f"°"" 



paraphrastic combina- 
tion of Matt, and Luke 
though introduced as a 
direct quotation, e. g. 
for .n-^S w.]^.^l^o, 



ins. jv-ii-ji? ot^..3, and 
change from ist to 3rd 
person in consequence; 
ins. \;a before 
)!.ci^..lb^ (which last 
word is read with 
Luke) 



So Aph. 180. Cur. (Matt. 
V. 39) agrees very nearly 
with this quotation. Cur. 
(Luke vi. 29) wanting. 
Cf. Diatessaron. Qui 'per - 
cutit maxillam tuam. jjor- 
rige ei et alteram partem 
(Forsch. II. ii. § 17). 

Cur. (Matt.) om. ^^.a? 
o ];-.k^=> .o^.^ which 
occurs in both Matt, and 
Luke in Pesh. Cur. 
(Luke) wanting. Aph. 34 
has yoao yo^^l^jo. 

Aph. 37 ^|o only 
Cur. (Matt.) has ^a—j? 
>o(i~<«i, Cur. (Luke) ^Xm 
tOOA«j. So Aph. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Matt, and Mark in Pesh. 
are identical. Cur. agrees 
with Pesh. in both. Aph. 
385 differs considerably, 
but is equally unlike quo- 
tations. 



Cur. wanting. 

Aph. 150 .iio, and simi- 
lar change to 3rd person. 
Aph. 45g exactly as Pesh. 
^Matt., Luke). Pesh. 
(Mark) omits |la=k*l^ 
with best Gk. MSS. Cur. 
wanting. 
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I quoted. 



Matt. X. 6 



Matt. X. 4 1 a 
Matt. xi. 13, 

cf. Luke xvi. 

16 



Matt. xi. 14 

Matt. xi. 28- 

30 
Matt. xi. 29 

Matt. xii. 25 

>3;.m!. — 

Matt. XV. 27 

cf. Mk.vii.28 



Miitt.xvi.2,3 
Luke xii. 54- 
56 

Matt. xvi. 18 

otJOInn»> 
Matt. xvi. 22 
^^ am,., to 
end of verse 



Eeferences 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andBickell's 
Carmina. 



V. 279 B 



VI. 290 E 
iv. 287 p 



V.315B 
vi. 372 B 

V. 298 E 

iv. 474 c 
vi. 585D 



v. 320 B 



V. 166 E 



vi. 618 c 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt) . 



om. l^i^l^ 
for Ui^ la^, '^4>i>» 

for o»il», t*^? 
for '^^ijiiaas, iii^jo 
for )!.".■ -I .) ;-w5^ . ooti:»a, 

i^s^^iij (cf. St. Luke) 



a bomiletical para- 
phrase 
no varr. 



for o'^S?o, IIctaN'o 

for . .\:i(^) . .N-> no 
placed before .ooM«io? 
for ]LoLi3, jiOaoiS 
om. jiio^ ^ ^>N°ij> 

(with Mark vii. 28, 
which is otherwise very 
different) 



a curious mixed para- 
phrase 



o»^ ««lnn.. 



for )»o) ^ looilj i*«o, 



Eeferences to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Aph. 28 has 1^00020^ o»^s 
jjl^o (combining Matt. 
and Luke) and adds 
|D>Nn ■•>.■■» after ^1j.»gu. 

Cur. has for nS '^ o, 

Aph. 119 abridges 28- 
30,correspondingtoPesh. 
but for omissions, among 
them that quoted by 
Ephrem from ver. 29. 
Cur. agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. adds u^, but other- 
wise agrees with Pesh. 
In Matt, both Pesh. and 
Cur. add at end ^^o, 
which is not found in any 
Gk. Text, nor in Diates- 
saron(Forsch. II. ii. § 37). 
The Philoxenian in Mark 
vii. 28 has )oQaj3. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. for )ootl», Jooil )). 
Diatessaron, ut hoc facias 
(Forsch. II. ii. § 42). 
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I quoted. 



Matt. xvi. 26 
Mark viii. 36 
Luke ix. 25 



Matt. xvii. 5, 
vid. iii. 17 

Matt. xix. 30 
Mark x. 31 

Matt. XX. 18, 

Markx.33,34 



Matt. XX. 22 
Mark x. q8 

Matt. XX. 28 

Matt.Xxi.2,3, 

seeMk.xi.2,3 
Matt. xxi. 9 
Mark xi. 9 
Luke xix. 38 
)l{> 001 Y'-^ 

Matt. xxi. 38 
o*lol»<: — &>« 
cf. Markxii. 7 
and Luke xx. 

Matt. xxi. 41 



/-- 



Eeferenoes 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
audBickell's 
Cannina. 



VI. 333 S 



IV. 177 B 



IV. 522-3 



vi. 615E 



IV. 440 B 



VI. 2 1 1 c 



IV. 511 A 



iv. 506 D 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



paraphrase, for jjoil^, 
jLJij ; for Uj»3, k.u »M 

for ;fn..J . . . o, enMSn 



"-^^ 



U; 



^' 



o)^ li.-..^o )js..:s.» JJ? 



om. ^\ \tl^D 
om. » before .ooou 



for 



""^ ' 



^-i-j> CI S m, and for 
yi^lS-kSO, ya^i^Aj; om. 

for wo».<>.JO»..^~), 



V.' 



^:i^U 



ins. after ooi, oot 



ins. ^ before ©iloli* 
(perhaps from joolo 
JUU ^? of Mark) 

no varr. 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's JTorschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greelt Text, and 
other remarks. 



So Cur. in Luke. This is 
2nd verb in Mark and 
Luke (Pesh.). 

Cf. Mark ix.44,46 (Pesh.). 



Matt, and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Cur. in Matt, adds 
• 00 o»j;before final )u^.i3. 

Matt, and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Cur. (Matt.) agrees 
with Pesh. Cur. (Mark) 
wanting. 



Matt, and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Cur. (Matt.) agrees 
with Pesh. Cur. (Mark) 
wantinff. 



So Cur. 



Matt, and Mark agree in 
Pesh. Luke adds ).-iNnb 
before ]li>. Cur. agrees 
with Pesh. in Matt, and 
Luke, wanting in Mark. 
Luke transposes the last 
two words. So too Cur. 
(Luke). Cur. (Matt.) has 
^> |kjl»a< ot^(ootJO. 

So Cur. 
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Passages quoted. 



Matt. xxiv. 15 
Mark xiii. 14 



Matt. xxiv. 42 
])? to end of 
verse 

Matt. XXV. 6 

Matt. XXV. 9 
^^ .ci°im,i II 

Matt. XXV. 21 

23 
yiao — Q^(' 

Matt. XXV. 30 
(cf. 41) 

Matt. XXV. 34 



Matt. XXV. 34 

Matt. XXV. 34 
-40 



References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andEickell's 
Carmina. 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



VI. 529 A 

iv. 493 D 

vi. 306 E 
vi. 307 D 

vi. 489 E 



vi. 489 D 

vi. 291 c 
vi. 535 
vi.642B,F 



nearly as in Mark but 
for^>,]p:ik; for)l^.^jL^ 

Matt, has two unimpor- 
tant verbal differences, 
for l^jy* )«)o, )j_)o 

for yCi3i.so, Raso(») 
no varr. 



insert after ^, «»^ in 
both quotations 

for cuf, 0( 
om. iivi.p/— ^.Nn JJsi. 
ins. before "^ox, ]!, 

for wCHQJis/, ^ "^f 
apparently from 41 



paraphrase, but for 
perhaps from xxv. 41. 



34. for — )lmN.vi 

35. ins. > at. the begin- 
ning; for u>ii> yoksaoM 

for l^o),©, )o),>o 
1^00. •* •* 

»l->ot.,« I.OQ \'t ~.«(^ 

placed after k»Jjol»i»m 
inver.36. ins. ©before, 
and om. fc^oo after 

36.for)^iX,'^;i.o; 



References to the Coretonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diates.saron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting in Matt, and 
Mark. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 
Aph. 23 in a paraphrastic 
quotation alludes to 
omitted words. 

Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 

TTfV rjToiiJ,a(TfjLhrjv, Gk. 

Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 

Paraphrased in Aph. 380, 
381. Though verses 37- 
39 are compressed into a 
single clause, Aph. often 
agrees with Pesh. against 
Ephrem, but agrees with 
Ephrem against Pesh.only 
in reading K»ooi )oi.»o. 
Aph. also transposes 
wjj o]^..i*xso — l-"^"^!, but 
with the second, not as 
Ephrem the first, clause of 
ver. 36. 

ins. o before OM»a; for fc-00 
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ages quoted. 



Matt. XXV. 

34-40 
(continued) 



Matt. XXV. 41 
]»ni\, — aX) 

see also xxv. 
30 and 34 



Matt.xxvi. 8,9 
John xii. 4, 5, 
cf. Mark xiv. 
4, 5 



Matt. xxvi. 65 
Matt, xxvii. 20 

— )c/ i^ii. 
yOkSOJ 

Matt, xxvii. 45 

toU»(' 

cf. Mk.xv. 33; 

Lukexxiii.44 
Matt.xxviii.i8 

— oom1.( 

of. John iii. 
35i xiii. 3 



Keferencea 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andBickell's 
Carmina. 



vi. 498 E 
vi. 244 B 



VI. 410 B 



IV. 5 1 1 B 

V. 122 D 

V. 309 P 
V. 215 P 



Variations from PesMtto 
( Widmanstadt) . 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatesaaron (ZaWs Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



l^oot JjJlaof, -.t.i.jdI fc^^ooi; om. o before .ol^.*l/. 

37. for .o^jas^j ^•-•°)< ^^j-*** \°-'^^; a-fter )«flJj) adds 
^0;^; cHi«'yi « ^>.', ins. ; before wt>.^(; for ^^s; 
\t^l, \\°\'> y^\so ; after )j.aa adds "■'~~ lucx.o. 

38, 39. clauses very much transposed and abbreviated. 

40. for JiaXso U^, ^«>'« 'o W>^ ; for t:»/, t>o|.j; 
ins. after .oot!!^, o i. v i. ^joj )j^>j^; ins. after 
* »- V (, ^j^m}; om. ^^o (.^ ; transposes 1*^^./ and 
^^01 ; om. OCX ; after yslj-a^i. adds o^oX ol 



no varr. but neither 
quotation has nNN\ ?, 
and the second adds 



apparently free para- 
phrastic combination 
of Matt, and John. The 
chief variations are 
for )ljo) \j^l ^lv^\ 
(Matt.), )Jo» yOviN 
jUifiso^ o»^; for 

(John) and u..^m^ 
JMatt.), UiO? "^^^oo^ 

(from Matt. xxvi. 7) 
no varr. 



om. ♦ before .o»:3aJ 



allusion to rather than 

quotation from Matt. ; 

before fc»». ins. ; |j*.S.; 

before Jooi ins. ^ \v» ( 
ins. before '"^.o, u^} ^ 

from John; ins. before 

)uJtt*3, ? 



Cur. wanting. 
Aph. 381 also omits 
a^'S.S.?, and, except for 
rhetorical expansion at 
the beginning, nearly 
agrees with Pesh. 

Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 
Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 
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ges quoted. 



Mk. i. II, see 

Matt. iii. 17 

Mk. i. 24 bo 

Mk. ii. 5, see 

Luke V. 20 
Mk. ii. 17, see 

Matt, ix, 13 
Mk. vii. 28, see 

Matt. XV. 27 
Mk.viii.36,see 

Matt. xvi. 26 
Mk. X. 3 1, see 

Matt. xix. 30 
Mk. X. 33,34, 

see Matt. xx. 

18, 19 
Mk. X. 38, see 

Matt. XX. 22 
Mk. xi. 2, 3 

I ■ T ^ * ^^ 

cf. Matt. xxi. 
2,3 and Luke 
xix. 30, 31 



Mk. xi. 9, see 
Matt. xxi. 9 

Mk. xii. 7, see 
Matt. xxi. 38 

Mk.xiii.i4,see 
Matt.xxiv. 15 

Mk. xiii. 32 



Mk. xiv. 4, 5, 
seeMatt.xxvi. 
8,9 



References 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBiokell's 

Carmina. 



VI. 102 B 



iv. 108, 
109 



VI. 144 B 



Variations from Peshitto 
(VVidiuaustadt) . 



no varr. 



combination of Matt, 
and Mark 

compared with Mark 
om. o^^Si'y — uLii* (not 
in Matt.); for ju} Ao 
po }j , ^ «o (' . i » (in none 
of the synoptists); for 

%^ yol(' (from Mark 5 
or Luke); for cui*., yOo»:^ 



an abbreviated refer- 
ence rather than a quo- 
tation ; no evidence of 
variations 



Refereneea to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahu's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. (Mk.) wanting. Cur. 
(Matt, and Luke) has 
many verbal variations 
from Pesh., but in the 
only important variation 
for ^t:» (Pesh. Matt. Mk. 
Luke), yosxi:* (Matt.), 
oii^o (Mk.) differs from 
quotation where Pesh. 



Cur. wanting. 
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I quoted. 



Mk. XV. 33, see 
Mat.xxvii.45 



Luke i. 17 

Luke i. 32, 33 
"^^j o to end 

of verse 33 



References 
to Ephrem 
folio(Eome) 
aiidBickell's 
Carmina. 



V. 315 D 



IV. 404 c 



„ „ (from V. 142 c 

Luke i. 33 V. 216 A 

]oo»J V .soeo 
Luke i. 34 — vi.6o6D,B 
l^iio? ver. 38 



Lukei.73|ja-.? 
to end of 7 5 



Luke i. 78, 79 

Lukeii.34«*ae 
)i.\a.«,o\o 



Lukeii.34n«^D 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



iv. 438 C 



IV. 357 B 



IV. 129, 
130 



Luke ii. 52 to 



iv. 404 F 
iv. 562 B 



for o(M, \jaii. |u«o> and 
)Li» transposed 

for o)^ ^ksjo, o»ib.o 

ooM ; om. — yNvi.io 
ctNnS ; for ^a.eo, 

)i v<\aj>.; for ]ooM, 
no varr. 



an evident paraphrase, 
differing very widely 
but following the lines 
of Pesh. 

ins. at the end of 75 



introduced by y .^>j B ? 



for . ifnSi 



no varr. 



.oo»a? 



ior fi-,jo,'%.*Jx>\U ; for 
) v^ . o, jlS- vi . o ; for 

for ^» '^.g* », )l«*.'.« '^ 

transposes o)l^>-ao o . n ~< 
and otl^.:&aw.3 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



So Gk. Text and most MSS. 
of Pesh. ; others read 
))""<-> Widmanstadt's 
reading is unsupported by 
MSS. (G. H. G.). Cur. 
wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. The absence 
of the words ))L.iL.^flo» 
•^ , ;~-^ should perhaps 
be regarded as an omis- 
sion, as they do not occur 
in Diatessaron (Forsch.II. 
ii. § 4). See above, p. 116. 

Cur. wanting. 



Expressly quoted as said 
by Luke. Cur. agrees with 
Pesh. in the order of words, 
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I quoted. 



Eeferenoes 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

and Bickell's 

Carmina. 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Foreohun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Luke ii. 52 

(continued) 



Luke iii. 8, see 
Matt. iii. 8 

Luke iii. 22, 
seeMatt.iii.17 

Luke V. 20 

-)^ 

cf. Matt. ix. 2 

Mk. ii. 5 
Lukev. 3 2, see 

Matt. ix. 13 
Luke vi. 21, 

see Matt. v. 8 
Luke vi. 29, 

seeMatt.v.39 
Luke vii. 39 



Luke vii. 

42 to Jli 



41. 



Luke X. 24 

Lukexi. 2 . qj>( 
yln'^N.'aa — - 

see also Matt. 



VI. 370 D 



VI. 404 E 



vi. 406 A 



IV. 435 C 
vi. 551 A 



^ placed after .^. 
Matt, and Mark have 



for 
ins. after 



paraphrase with con- 
siderable verbal differ- 
ences 

ins. after oooi, IukIs ; ins. 
? before m» ; om. )sJ-» 
(bis); )oo) iAam placed 
after ])l^s 

^ « >VI « 

Ilsoju jpoX jooi ; ins. 

after >»w;.<=> vi N , o»^ ; 

transposes .oo*-.>l^.J:^ 

and .n -> « ; ins. after 

'i T^ i*, >cu/ jooi 

there are besides many 

transpositions 
.>\roi>. and yoV>)( 

transposed 
omits ..>fM>. — jy^fia^. 



but adds jU^cp before 
otfccaAMo; but the order 
in the quotation agrees 
with the best attested 
reading of Gk. Text. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
where quotation differs. 

Cur. differs in three vll. 
from Pesh., but in none 
of these it agrees with 
quotation. 



Cur. agrees with quota- 
tion against Pesh. 

Probably an abbreviation. 
Cur. agrees with Pesh., 
though bestGk.MSS.om. 

r\jx,aiv d iv Tois ovpavois. The 
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Passages quoted. 



Luke xi. 2 
(continued) 

Luke xi. 4, see 
Matt. vi. 12 

Luke xi. 9, see 
Matt. vii. 7 

Luke xii. 32 

Luke xii. 54— 
56, see Matt, 
xvi. 2, 3 

Luke xiv. 31 



References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andBickell's 
Caimina. 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt) . 



IV. 443 B 
V. 302 B 



V. 487 A 



Luke XV. 24 

„ „ )k«iO 

Luke xvii. 2 1 



Luke xix.30,31, 
seeMk.xi. 2,3 

Luke xix. 38, 
seeMatt.xxi.9 

Luke XX. 1 4, see 
Matt. xxi. 38 

Lukexxii. 44 



Luke xxiii. 2 
Luke xxiii. 34 

VOL. III. 



VI. 370 D 



iv. 562 D 

vi.550B, 
cf. F 



Carm. 
XXXV. 59 

iv. 511 B 
V. 233 B 



no varr. 
no varr. 



for ).'^'S,v> 0.U0, \xj.] 
l.'tNvi ^ oo; for^u 
Qjbl^^O&X \s> \ fiN , 
i-iNv^S, '^)|' \joH\ji 
uX; ins. after I-iNnb, 

for )jo(, .01; for 

|i».^? )k-iijiol (evi- 
dently a paraphrase) 
no varr. 

for t oAiSO, 1'^ (caused 
by adaptation of the 
passage) correct in f, 
which however omits 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



words)i*sajksj in vi.641 c 
are from Matt. vi. 9. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. generally agrees 
with Pesh., except that it 
reads)atii»/foro) i^M .The 
quotation in having both 
words combines the read- 
ings of Pesh. and Cur. 

Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. 
Cur. has for . aaxao o.^ 



unmistakeable allusion 
to the bloody sweat, as 
in Pesh. 



no varr. 



So also Cur. 



Cur. has ^o»io for i^^ 
and a few other slight 
variations from Pesh. 

Cur. has o^ for \s,\. 



K 
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Passagea quoted. 



Luke xxiii. 44, 

see Matt. 

xxvii. 45 
Luke xxiv. 49 

• o^o/ to end 

of verse 



John i. 3 



John i. 9, see 

viii. 12 
John iii. 34 

)u»0» — 



John iii. 35, see 

Mat.xxviii.i8 

John iv. 22 



V^ 



>l-\^ 



John V. 22 



John vi. 40 
'^o to end of 

verse 



John vi. 52 
Xlo^I to end 
of verse 



Keferenoes 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andBickell's 
Carmina. 



IV. 505 E 



v. 90 D 



V. 310 A 



iv. 446 B 



vi. 336 D 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



no varr. 



adds after '*^, ■c^ ; for 
o)«->|^, c».:> ; om. 000 



no varr. 
ins. after U.o>, oi» 



supposed allusion to 
this passage in ^ 

for y|» \s,\ ^.j^^ocn II 

a paraphrase; ins. after 

''^, |j_?; om. Jju.. 

o li^iL^ ; for o>3, «=> ; 

for yOotJ, c»i!k fcs-('; 

for Il.j^i', ILso^oj? 
for |a.a_.(', ^a-/ ; for 

uOuL.to, \jni; om. 



References to the Curelonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Cur. wanting. 



Quoted as words of the 
Evangelist. Quotation 
agrees exactly with Cur., 
which takes the last two 
words in close connexion 
with next verse, with Gk. 
ACL, etc. So probably 
Tatian's Diatessaron 

(Forsch. II. ii. § i). 

Cur. very defective, but 
has for JLa.=>, )1^S.t<. 
Aph. 1 2 3 has ) t>\.a.7> and 
addso)i~iN,andfor)o>X/, 
Ils/ (after )u»o») from 
verse 35. 

Quoted as our Lord's words 



;^ 



^:!0 ^!; yt^l, but 
evidently a contracted 
quotation of Is. ii. 3. 
Cur. has same order as quo- 
tation, but for .|», .OiJ, 

and for msom, otcu^lSj 
after instead of before 
o)i-<N. SoAph. 123,276. 
Cur. agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. agrees with Pesh. ex- 
cept that it places oi*^ 
after, instead of before 



Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 



ir^I 



! quoted. 



John vii. 1 1 

John vii. 38 

John viii. 1 2 

cf. i. 9 and 
I John i. 7 

John viii. 44 

John viii. 46 
jl^.^^^ — also 

John xi. 4 
lose — )uo) 

John xi. 1 1 
»J^i>X toendof 



John xi. 50 

wxj^ftoendof 

verse 
Johnxi. 51,52 

<^1^; to end 

of 52 



John xi. 52 
)Jas to end of 
verse 



John xii. 4, 5, 

see Matt. 

xxvi. 8, 9 
John xiii. 3, 

see Matt. 

xxviii. 18 
John xiv. 2 



References 

to Ephrem 

folio (Rome) 

andBickell's 

Carmina. 



IV. 353 c 
iv. 524 E 
vi. 509 E 



iv. 560 E 

V. 298 E 

vi. 274 c 
vi. 301 D 

iv. 475 B 

V. 66 r 
iv. 534 A 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt), 



no varr. 



iv. 463 C 



for Jl^&X^?, )jni.» (from 
i.9); for)l/u»k.^? ^, 

(fi'om I John i. 7); for 



no varr. 

ins. after jloso, 001 



and )Jl^.^ trans- 
posed; ins .before »J.i.X, 
CO.; for Vi}-^)} VI 
wota^*.iJ^(?, oil. 

no varr. 



abridged quotation, 
om. from first a^^ j * to 
)il; om. Joex after 
m1^«.^?; ins. after 
^>«:k:so?, 0001 

allusion rather than 
quotation, order much 
altered; for ^>,.a2c;, 
ooot ^jj^>)?; for ja-M^, 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greelt Text, and 
other remarks. 



for 



So Cur. 

Cur. has for Mi!^ o^sol?, 

Cur. wanting. Aph. 14 
quotes first clause as in 
Pesh. Aph. 1 30 transposes 
second ]j( and ojotoj. 

Cur. wanting. Aph. 131 
paraphrases .ol( wotaia 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. Aph. 169 
agrees with Pesh. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 



K a 
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Passages quoted. 



John xiv. 2 7 
first 2 clauses 

John XV. 1 5 '^ 
to end of verse 

John xvi. II 
looai/ to end 
of verse 

John xvii. 11 

John xix. 15 



Acts ii. 37 Use 
Acts V. 41 



Acts vii. 43 

Acts vii. 52 

Acts ix. 15 

— JjUjj 

Acts xiii. 46, 



47- 



V 



mN 



Acts xxiv. 2 5 



References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Eome) 
andBickell's 
Carmina. 



V. 343 3? 

iv. 466 c 
iv. 37 F 

vi. 1 2 2 c 

iv. 469 F 
V. 302 D 



IV. 535 B 
iv. 371 



V. 114 c 



iv. 406 B 

iv. 288 F 



V. 303 c 



96 D 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



ins. after ist jiviN*,, 
i*i>.?; for 2nd |>ft\*,, 
jU^^A.; two clauses transp. 

ins. after ^^, «j.so 

for |jCLS>(, opasii 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forsehun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



for |ui^^ r~ 
ins. before i^, 

om. yj before 
no varr. 



.1 _^ 

(sic) 



for yoopoo*.0, VfO 
jl^'-ikoa.s; for ). v>.»., 
o»^>&A. ; to;^ _i ; placed 

before, instead of after, 



no varr. 



no varr. 

),rf> v^N S — '^aja.Ajj 

placed before, instead 
of after, Ju^j^^— JjjLsoj 
ins, after .(T^N,, oo; for 
b«A:io»i», l^|cso»i9 ; for 
j_-«IU, wjjsolll; for 

for toV-'t joib, ^ojt. 



>lo/ 



om. 2nd and 3rd '^.i* 



Cur. wanting. Aph. 410 
quotes ist clause only as 
Ephrem. 

Cur. wanting. 

Aph. 389 agrees with 
Pesh. 

Cur. wanting. 



Cur. wanting. 

Cur. wanting. 
Cur. wanting. 



The firstvariant agrees with 

Gk. diro Trpoa-mTTOU Tov (tvv- 

eSpiov, the second is sup- 
ported by Origen, the 
Aethiopic, and a few very 
late Gk. cursives. 



The last variation is the 
reading given by Schaaf 
and editors of the Peshitto 
generally. An ancient 
MS .in the British Museum 



re.ads .ol^c 



.(G.H.G.). 



Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 



T33 



i quoted. 



Eom.v. 15)00) Jl 
Jl^otoao — 

Kom. V. 20 »3 
to end of verse 



Rom. vi. 4 
]l^; g i a a.. 's > r» 

Rom. vi. 8 
Eom. vii. 24 
CT,iS5 to the 
end of verse 
Rom. viii. 20 
— )l^i= 

Eom. viii. 26 
first ]L>o> wO) 
to end of 27 

E,om. viii. 36 
Jy. fimi'S Jiao? 

Rom.ix.25)iJB(' 
to end of verse 

Eom. ix. 32 

Eom. xi. 33, 
seeEph.iii. 19 



I Cor. i. 26 
)isf — ij'fe. N .j* 

and general 
allusion to 
whole verse 



References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Kome) 
andBiokell's 
Carmina. 



iv. 562 D 

vi. 440 E 
and6i5A 



IV. 479 P 



IV. 492 F 

V. 356 D 



V. 250 B 

iv. 413D 

V. 303 D 
V. 235 D 

iv. 404 r 



iv. 268 B 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 



no varr. 



for »s, \siJl\ for k«s^o, 
IjlL; adds after Jl^w.^, 
)^; adds after ^l, 'S 1 ; 
for \A)^l}, U-jJ!.(' 
us^o (after, instead of 
before, jlo^^) 

allusion merely 
for ^^^£>\.{, o«aaI^ 
om. iAss^ 
for]t>^; n vi VNa ,)t JfiSvi 

no varr. 

for uj^j^j ouo, w&oo)l 



for %^l, lls-J'l!. 

quoted as jl^mAj; Uv 
for Jbi.0, ))?o 



for )jft,'i."'^.», )i.«9iN,'o 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatesaaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Quotation has exactly the 
same variations in both 



Ps. xliv. 22 (Pesh.) agrees 
with Rom. (Pesh.). 

Hos. ii. 22 (Pesh.) has 
^«!iA. for ii,. 



The allusion is introduced 
in this way : — the sheep 
(i.e. in Num. xxxi. 32), 
being greater iu number 
than the other animals, 
signified that the simple 
who are made disciples are 
greater in number than 
'the teachers in the flesh,' 
etc. 
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1 quoted. 



I Coi\ i. 30 )oo) 
to end of verse 



I Cor. ii. 4 



I Cor. iii. 16, 



I Cor. vii. 30 

last 2 clauses 

I Cor. vii. 3 1 
(mX ;.a^ to 

end of verse 

1 Cor. ix. 25 



I Cor. X. 6 
I Cor. xii. 4 



I Cor. xiii. 1 2 

[^>] U-ot to 

end of verse 

I Cor. XV. 36 

I Cor. XV. 53 



Eeferences 
to Ephrem 
folio (Kome) 
andBickell's 
Carmina. 



IV. 177 C 



V. 120 D 



V. 334 D 



VI. 309 B 

vi. 309 B 



V. 338 F 

vi. 376 E 



V. 112 C 

iv. 324 E 
iv. 462 c 



VI. 335 E 
vi. 336 E 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt), 



om. ]t. v^ "^ .« ; om. o 
before jln-o...?); om. 
|uLi3«cu3o ; transposes 
)o>X/ ^ to the end ; 
ins. after )o>X/, )o/ 

reference merely; but 
introducing the words 
JL».»o — D/ as in Pesh. 

evidently an inten- 
tional expansion 
ins. after .oko/, Z^l\ 
before ) pa .. v . , j omIS-i'; 
at end of 16 |;^»>3o 
yoos; afterisf^js'i.^, 
S. c»ii.; afteristjotii./, 
o )« °> i wo)ofc>-»l»; after 
2nd'^,-<«.yi, oo< 

for ^/, U^\ (bis), 
and sing, for plural 
throughout 



om. t.^o»X; om. )jo) 
paraphrase containing 
remarkable phrase ^ 
otJ.'^i — "^j but 

omitting o,^ 
no varr. 
allusion containing all 

the striking words of 

Pesh. 



no varr. 

for 'Vaji.ioD? and 11 

)loi\-i..l^, l|c!£>> and 
JloLoiJO )l; for Uoo, 
)jot jksio; for llu^jand 

and JIa«. JI? 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



Aph. 7. 10, 484 has for 2nd 
\ai^} in V.I 6, )[...» V, and 
(68)foristJc»X/inv.i6, 
jj^jso; there seem to be no 
variants in Pesh. or Gk. 



Aph. 155 for Jl ^/, Ji/. 

No similar transpositions 
occur in Gk. or Pesh. of 
this verse. 

Aph. 156 has in first clause 
llusoj and IJcso Jlj and in 
the second '^•>-^. w and 
'^A—fcoa Jl, and for Uao, 



Quotations of Ephrent Syrus. 
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quoted. 



I Cor. XV. 53 
(continued) 

I Cor. XV. 55 



References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andBickell's 
Cannina. 



2 Cor. V. 7 
2 Cor. V. 21 

2 Cor. vii. 2 



2 Cor. xi. 2 as 
far as )o«Xi? 



Gal. iii. 13 

Gal. iii. 13 oo) 
)^}Qi^— )oo. 

Gal. iv. 27 
jljON. to end 
of verse 

Gal. V. 22 
Ilsou to end 

of verse 



VI. 335 B 



Eph. i. 10 
— y.NnNo 

Eph. ii. 5, 6 
Eph. ii. 14 



iv. 462 D 
iv. 359 D 



IV. 354 D 



Carm.xix. 
(P- 34) 



Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt) . 



paraphrased by words 
i^j.^. ^ CLik, \sl^ ^ (the suf- 
fix referring to Jlaso) 



References to the Curetonian, 
Aphvaates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 



)ijo)0 with Greek, and 
Cologne MS. of Pesh. 
(G.H.G. See Stud. Bibl 
ii. p. 267). 



IV. 359 D 

V. 290 E 

iv. 384 E 
iv. 434 B 



IV. 344 D 



IV. 529 F 

iv. 178 c 

V. 445 E 



no varr. 

for . a^ls.^<k^.so, .Oi\«» ; 

for o<«^k^, k^^ 

for um( yOj-i'irt, ^ n-^ i v 



Ijbos^ I? 



for o»1l3 — )1; av , i^( 

no varr. in direct quo- 
tation but just before 
for ]i\B, \i]si 



I 



for 
I, 

no varr. 



ot.ii.i' ot.=> before 



Aph. 134 ^^..ik^ao, Gk. 

VTTip rjflSlV. 

Apparently two different 
interpretations of Greek 

^aiprjaaTe. 



Abridged quotation. 



So Gk. KapiTos. The con- 
struction in Ephr. shows 
that the sing, is meant. 



both allusions only, 
they agree in omitting 



Aph. 120, 486 for ^aft*i5(', 
^AED ( , and omits i sto»iaX . 
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Passages quoted. 


References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andBiokell's 
Carmina. 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmanstadt). 


References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Eph. ii. 14 
(continued) 

Eph. ii. 19 

Eph. iii. 19 
cf. Kom.xi. 33 

Eph. iv. 3 

Eph. iv. 30 
first clause 

Eph. vi. 16 


iv. 313 C 
iv. 466 B 

iv.452 D 
V. 509 D 

iv. 430 A 


the first has )*.<^a» 
)la.:i.s».ii..i^j, the 
second )ju.4-*.» Ju^^as 
no varr. 

a loose combined quo- 
tation, but in Eph. 
Ephr.has forjlasj (be- 
fore o»:5Cu<«), f,>o u>> 
J^^« ■ '^ '^ ■ 

for ^*^.j..aj» ^ols-ooio, 
)s_»^oo (agreeing with 
M%); forjlo-o/, 
llcujji. ; for )ldJL«»^, 

for ^^..,a..>>>a(a yoootl Jl, 
yo fi -nI loftJii. ; for 
|u*->»^, |i.A.;aj3: om. 


Grk. Tr\v i7repl3aXKovcrav rijs 
yvai(T€a>c ayamfv, Cologne 

MS. of Pesh. has )la^» 
o^a-? JJ^y.? (G.H.G.) 

Gk. has for the first 
variant, tnrov&a^ovTis, for 
the second, eVdn^To. 

Apb. 125 supports first 
variant, and for second 
reads ])^.jfc.y«. 

Change necessitated by 
context. 


Phil. ii. 10 
Phil. iii. 21 


V. 215 F 

iv. 493 A 


for |.:».»)oo, l:b.j)o>o 
no varr. 


Aph. 276 paraphrases, 
but has nothing to corre- 
spond to ^ l^]^s^»0 


Col. i. 16 e»3 
JJU.]^ Jl»— 

Col. i. 26, 27 


iv. 18 E 
iv. 324 V 


for y,.vi '^■0, )i_so; for 

for] J-.ks», ^ V»kco(bis) 
quotation interwoven 
with text, but several 
expressions agree with 
Pesh. 





Quotations of Ephrem Syrus. 
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1 quoted. 



Col. iii. 5 
^oks*.io/(sic) 



I Thess. iv. 1 6 

to .oiocLaj 

I Thess. iv. 1 7 



I Thess. V. 2, of. 
2 Pet. iii. 10 



I Tim. iv. 8 
JLcu|tA to the 
end of verse 

I Tim. vi. 6 
yl.»a.sj^IL to 
end of verse 



Titus ii. 14 
Titus iii. g, 6 
and whole of 6 



Hebr. ix. 26 
otl*MA to end 
of verse 



References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andBickell's 
Carmina. 



IV. 137 E 



IV. 493 D 

V. 398 D 

V. 342 B 



Variations from Peshitto 
( Widmanstadt) . 



no varr. 



IV. 393 D 



iv. 3 1 8 B 



IV. 345 A 
iv. 490 c 



IV. 322 c 



for lloao, Ufio 

allusion to >q ^ di»V 1 

ok^jo)! in the words 

Pesh. in Thess. has 

in Pet. 0000.. ^; ]l( 
quotation is o>»q* 



for 



necessitated 



by way in which quota- 
tion is introduced 
adaptation rather than 
quotation; for.lia^U, 

li-'o^l'^-; for^X.?i*«^, 
;...^s-^ .00) S »> ; for 
■ trn V?, .ooil^odaso? 



for .>Ns., MO)n\.\,; ins. 
after ^...l^fc.^, Jci^/; 
for . I...VI, ^0*3 



e' 



Keferenoes to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forsohun- 
gen, II. ii), Greelt Text, and 
other remarks. 



Aph. 437 '^s^ 
^i30;3 ot.'b.io)]. 



• «.S 



The quotation resembles 
Pet. more than Thess. in 
(i) the word )ui.» for 
yjsD (Thess.), and (2) the 
omission of )..\N-» ; but 
these slight coincidences 
with Pet. may easily both 
be accidental. 



No mention of author or 
book. 
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Passages quoted. 


References 
to Ephrem 
folio (Rome) 
andBickell's 
Carmina. 


Variations from Peshitto 
(Widmaustadt). 


References to the Curetonian, 
Aphraates (Wright's edition), 
Diatessaron (Zahn's Forschun- 
gen, II. ii), Greek Text, and 
other remarks. 


Hebr. xiii. 12 


iv. 511 B 


quoted as t^X *a^)t 


Cf. Gk. e|(o T^f ■nv\r\s eVa^f . 

The resemblance to this 
passage, however, may be 
only accidental. Christ 
crucified without the gate 
is compared to Naboth 
who suffered outside Jez- 
reel. 


I Pet. ii. 9 
I Pet. ii. 22 
,Jii. "^f to 

end of verse, 
cf. Is. liii. 9 


V. 330 A 

V. 298 E 


paraphrase merely 
for )hw^, Jloi. (Is.) ; 
forJb/.JIoCIs.fc.-^^o); 
transposes JLaj and 
ui.fl^jk.)' (Is. omits) 


Quotation introduced with 
the words ' as Isaiah tes- 
tifies concerning him,' but 
is evidently influenced by 
the passage in St. Peter. 


2Pet. iii.io,see 
I Thess. V. 2 








I John i. 7, see 
John viii. 1 2 
I John ii. 2 


V. 286 B 


for ;*^, )oo( ; om. &} 




Rev. V. I 


V. 332 C 


a distinct allusion, be- 
ginning with the words 
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V. 



THE TEXT OF THE CANONS OF ANCYRA. 
[R. B. Rackham.J 

A. TEXT. 

LIST OF MSS : (i) Collections of the Councils. 

At Cambridge, in the University Library: — 
C cod. ee iv 29 membran. s. xii 

at Florence, in the Laurentian library : — 
Fj plut. X cod. 10 membran. s. xi* 
F2 ix 8 „ s. xi 

Fj X I chartac. s. xiii 

at London, in the British Museum : — 
L cod. add. 17474 chartac. s. xv 

at Milan, in the Ambrosian library : — 
M, cod. b 107 sup. membran. s. xii, xiii 
Mj, f 48 sup. „ s. xii, xiii^ 
M3 e 94 sup. „ s. xiii' 

at Manich, in the Royal library* : — 
Mon cod. 380 bombyc. s. xiv 

at Oxford, in the Bodleian library : — 
Oj cod. bar. 26 membran. s. xi ineunt. 

02 bar. 196 „ a. d. 1043 

03 bar. 185 „ s. xi ineunt. 
O, laud. 39 „ 8. xi ineunt.* 
O, misc. 206 „ s. xi exeunt. 

') The dates given are those assigned to the mss in the respective cata- 
logues, and are to be depended upon accordingly ; in many cases the dates 
given above are very uncertain. 

') Messapiae in Magna Qraecia emptus, 1606. 

'). SoUti in Magna Oraecia emptus est, 1606. 

*) In the Munich library, cod. 397 is a copy e mso codice Farisiensi, given 
to the library by M. Elias EMnger, gymnasii patrii professor et hibliothe- 
cariiis, postridie Petri et PauU, 1618; but the original I have not come 
across at Paris, at least among the mss earlier than the sixteenth century. 

') Came through Germany and Egypt from Constantinople,^osf direptionem 
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O.cod. 


seld. 48 membran. s. 


. xiii* 


0, 


misc. 170 „ s 


. xiv, XV 


Os 


bar. 158 ohartac. s. 


, XV 


at Paris, in the National library :— 


Pj cod. 


1334 membran. 


S. X 


P2 


suppb 1085 „ 


S. X 


Ps 


suppl. 614 „ 


S. X 


P. 


1320 „ 


s. xi 


P5 


1325 


s. xi' 


P. 


suppl. 1086 ,, 


B. xi 


P, 


1324 


a.d. 1 104 ' 


Ps 


coislin. 34 „ 


s. xii * 


P, 


coislin. 35 „ 


s. xii 


Pio 


coislin. 211 „ 


s. xii 


Pn 


coislin. 364 „ 


a.d. 1295 


Pi. 


iS^o 


a.d. 1297 


P.S 


1369 bonibyo. 


s. xiv 


Ph 


1339 membran. 


, S. XV 


Pi, 


1337 cbartac. 


S. XV 


Pic 


1374 


S. XV 


P„ 


suppl. 304 


s. xvi 



at Rome, in tbe Vatican library: — 
Ej cod. palat. 376 membran. s. x ineunt. (=palat., Pitra) 
Kj vatic. 827 „ s. xi^ (= vatic. I, Pitra) 

Eg vatic. 1980 „ s. xi (= vatic. 2, Pitra) 

Ej vatic. 2060 „ s. xi, xii(?) (=vatic. 3, Pitra) 

in the Vallicellian library (Chiesa Nuova) : — 
Eg cod. f. lo membran. s. x, xi 

in the Bibliotheea Angelica (S. Agostino) : — 
Ej cod. b. I, 12 chartac. s. xv"' 

^) OHm monasterii SS. TrinitaUs in insula Chalce. 

^) Can. Ancyr. i-xvi StareXeVai'Tty deflciunt. 

^) Begun by NiKoXao? ypacpevs^ finished by *'Iaidvv7]s evTcX^s tt pec ^vt epos. 

*) Can. Ancyr. v tovs 6^ l-ntaKoirovs — xviii eKKjjpvKTovs deftciunt. 

') Can. Ancyr. i-v 5i' '6\r]s deficiunf. 

') Can. Ancyr. xviii ^oikoivro cis — xxv deflciunt. 

') Another ma mentioned by Pitra, cod. column. 23, s. xiii, now in the 
Vatican, remains to be collated : but possibly it is the ma of Photius' Syn- 
tagma, which Card. Mai printed in his Spicileg. Roman, t. vii. Of the other 
mss given by Pitra, ottob. 99, vatic. 1150, 1455 apparently do not contain 
the canons, while regin. 57, ottob. 249 are mss of Zonaras and Balsamon 
respectively (Juris Eccles. Graeo. Hist, et Monum. i. 425). 
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at Venice, in S. Mark's library: — 
Vj cod. bessar. 169 tnembran. s. xii, xiii' 



V, 


bessar. 170 „ 


s. xiii 


Vs 


nanian. 226 „ 


s. xiii, xiv 


V. 


bessar. 171 cbartac. 


s. xiii, xiv 


v» 


nanian. 236 „ 


a. d. 1467 



(2) John of Antioch's CYNAmrH. 

job I at Paris cod. coislin. 209 membran. s. x, xi 

job 2 „ coislin. 211 „ s. xii 

job 3 „ suppl. 483 bombyc. s. xiv 

job 4 at Oxford cod. bar. 86 membran. s. xii exeunt. 

job 5 „ misc. 77^" 

job 6=Justers text {Biblioih. Juris Canon. Paris, 1661), printed, 
as he tells us, from a very ancient ms, quod ex bibliotheca 
collegii Claromontani Paridensis beneficio doctiss. lac. 
Sirmondi nacti sumus : this ms is now unfortunately lost '. 

job 7 at Eome cod. vatic. 843 

job 8 at Florence plut. ix cod. 8 (FJ 

(3) ZONAEAS' COMMENTAET. 

zon I at Paris cod. 13 19 bombyc. s. xiii 

zon 2 „ coislin. 210 ,, s. xiv 

zon 3 at London add. 22746 membran. s. xiii 

(4) Balsamon's Commentaet. 
bals I at Venice cod. bessar. 168 cbartac. s. xiii 
bals 2 at Oxford cod. bar. 205 „ s. xiv* 
bals 3 at Paris cod. 1331 bombyc. s. xiv 
bals 4 „ 1328 cbartac. s. xv 

The readings of Pbotius are taken from his Syntagma 
Canonum, printed by Mai in the Sjiicilegium Eomanum, t. vii : 
his ms was a codeco colum?iensis, nmic vaticanus, insiffnis, mem- 
branaceus, antiquus, saec. nempe saltern xii, calligrapha diligen- 

') These dates are very uncertain. 

') This ms differs very much from the ordinary text, and it only contains a 
very few of the Ancyran Canons. There seem to have been two widely different 
eJitions of the Synagoge (cf. Pitra). From this ms, joh 5 as also from joh 7, 8, 
only a very few readings have been obtained : but joh 12346 have been 
collated throughout. 

^) Justel knew of two other very old mss of John's Synagoge, viz. uiium 
perquam vetasiam Eomae in, hMiotheca vaticana, Bddelherga adlatum, insigne 
quidem et eximium (? = vatic. 843) : alterum non minus antiquum in hihliotheca 
illustr. Franeiae CanceUarii Petri Seguierii (? cod. coislin. 209). 

') The text printed by Beveredge in his Synodicon. 
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tique manii scriptiis, tantaeque varietatis ut hie solus Photii 
ventni syntagma continere videatur. 

The various readings are given in two divisions, in the upper 
division only the more significant variations being given. 

The authorities are ranged in chronological order, but the 
earlier mss of the Canons are also ranged according to their 
families : which are thus marked — 
o denotes Ej P, P, 0, 0, P, F, V^ O, V^ 
3 „ P3R3K,0,P,PeF,0,P,P,P,<,CV, 
Y „ Il,E,0,P,0,P3 
8 „ M,M,M3P,,P,,V3 

Also, for example, P {exc E3 E^) means that all the P mss ex- 
cept E3 E^ agree with the reading given. 

Fm-ther — 
e =L03P,, f =P,,P,P,, 

joh = joli 12346 (the only mss of joh collated throughout) 
zon ^zon 123 zon-com ^Zonaras in his commentary 
bals =:bals 1234 bals-com = Balsamon „ „ 

phot = Photius matt = Matthew Blastar 
* marks the original reading, » the first corrector. 

Thus the complete list of authorities in proper order will be 
a P y 8 V^ Men Pjj Eg e f joh phot zon zon-com bals bals-com matt. 

In the case of the mss of the Councils silence in the notes 
denotes agreement with the text. But the commentators 
have not been so exhaustively treated : all the significant 
variations of joh, zon, bals, have been given, but insignificant 
variations in individual mss have been omitted. 

The text printed is that of a. 



Comparative Table of MSS. 



S. X 

/3 P3 

7 E5 

S 

ei etc 



O2O3P4F, 

RaE.O.PsPoF.O, 

E2O1 



?joh 7 joh I 8 



xii 


xiii 


xiv 


V. 


Oo 




P,P,P,„C 


V, 




P9 


0,F3 




M.M^ 


M^PuP,, 


Vs 




v^ 


Mon P,3 




zon 1 3 


zon 2 




baJs I 


bals 2 3 


joh 2 4 6 




jot 3 



Va 


XV 




LO,P. 


EcPi 


P16 


bals 4 







P.7 
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KANONEC THN EN ATKYPA CYNEABONTriN MAKA- 
PiriN ffPHN OITINEC nPOTENECTEPOl MEN 
EICI TflN EN NIKAIA EKTEGENTHN KANONHN 
AEYTEPEYOYCI AE AJA THN THC OlKOYME- 
NIKHC CYNOAOY AYGENTEIAN. 

I Wptu^VTipovi Tovs einOva-avTas, eira eiravaTraXaia-avTas 
/iiTjre SK fjLeOobov rivbs oXX' ef a\ridelas firire 'npoKara- 
(TKivAaavTas Koi €Tnrr]h€V(ravTas koI "neiaavTas 'iva bo^cacn 
juey ^acravois VTto^aWeadai,, ravras be rw boKeiv koI t<2 
<r)(r\ii,aTi "npocraxdrjvai, tovtovs ebo^e ttjs fifv ri/x^s rrjs Kara 5 
Triv Kadebpav inriyeiv, irpoa-ipepeLV be avrovs 7) opuXeiv 7) 
oA(os XeiTovpyelv n t&v lepaTiK&v Xeirovpyi&v p.j] e^elvai. 

KANONEC THC EN AfKYPA CYNOAOY Pj, Og f zon I bals 2 3 4 
add KANONEC KE f KANONEC TflN EN AFKYPA CYNEA0ON- 

TflN AriJlN riPfiN balsi KANONEC THC EN AFKYPA 

CYCTACHC CYNOAOY L zon 2 3 add Eni THC BACIAEIAC 

AYPHAIANOY KE L tit deficit in P„ TUN EN AFKYPA 

AnnN nphN kanonec ke P^ yhooecic thc en apkypa 

TOniKHC CYNOA HTIC HPOfENECTEPA MENTOI THC EN NIKAIA 
MTA OIKOYMENIKHC CYNOA ECTIN AEYTEPEYOI AE k.tA. {et sequi- 
iur hypothesis, quae etiam in M^ M^ P12 V, ante titulum reperitur) 
M3 AriflN KAI MAKAPIQN 8 (etei; M3 Pjj) adjinem add EICI 

AE KANONEC KE 8 {exc M3 PJ 

i 1 (TravaTraX. a plur CUin ^yY^M.0la.'R^i^L0n\>2Xs avairakma-avTas 
P2* O3 0,3 Pg* 8 e job phot bals i* 2^ aristenus zon-com bals-com 

eivavaKva-avTas P]„ eiraviKBovras Pjj 7 Om n 8 [exC P^,) joh 4 

aliquibus (sacerdotalihus) qfftciis fungi isid 

KANflNAI Oj CYNEAOONTflN KAI EKTE0ENTJ1N 0, 

OIKONOMIKHC 0^ 

i 1 Tlfa^vTepovs M3 Upca^vrepos V3 ena] add itaXiv P,i balB-com 

e-navaTT.'] add /jt/te fiera ejiwaiyiiov P,, 3 om koi emriyS. R3 ciriTTjS. Kai in 
Itnarg M3 emTrjSevffavTes Og om Kai treiffaVTas V^ teat ttckt. repei O7 

Kai [ivd] Fa 4 Paffavovs Pn Paaavois p.ev (^tr) e w^To^aXcc^af 

Oi 5 irpoaxBr^vai Pj^ 6 o/itX.] ff£?c2 Aoyouy 5i5a(r«a\fas iroHLaBat 

{KoyoLS 5iS. Pg) Tcu Kata ttcos yap erepois vttoOoivto ra /ScATiffra avToi irapa- 
ffi^aXej'Tfs Tou upeiTTOvos {schol in V, E5 Mon) Pj C 7 ^1; Scirai L 

ad fin add tovtovs as ciprjTai Vj 
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II AtaxoVovs Ojxotais Bvcravras, jxeTo, 8e raCra ava-aaXaia-avTas, 
TrjV ixev aXXrjv TifJ-riv ^X^"'j Te-navaOai 6e avrovs TrAa-qs rrjs 
UparLKTJs XetTovpylas rrjs re tov &pTov rj T!OTr\piov ava- 
(pepeLv rj Kr]pva(Tiiv' ei fx^vroi rives t&v eTncrKOTTuiv tovtois 
crvveCboiev Kdixarov nva rj Tavdvoacnv iTpaoTrjTOS Kai idi- 5 
\oifv ■nkiov TL bibovM rj a^aipiZv, ^tt' avrois etvai. TTJr 
e^ova-iav. 
Ill Tovi (f>euyovTas Kal iTvSXrj(^OfvTas rj vnb olKeiuiv vapa- 
bodivras rj aWcas to, vT:ap)(OVTa acpaipiOevras rj vtto- 
jXfivavTas fiaaAvovs ij els hea-jxutTrjpiov ejx^XrjOevTas, j3o&vTds 
re on elcrl x^piaTLavol Koi itepKr^KrOevTas, tjtol els ras 
Xeipas TTpbs jiiav ejj.^ak\6vT(av r&v ^ia^ojj.ivu>v rj PpStjx,a. 5 

ii 1 (ixrauTcos (iridvaavTas 8 joh 2 Om iracrris Fj Pjj R^ om, ttjs 

[tep.] Pj„ O7 8 {exc Pjj) Mon joli 236 3 KpaTLKrjs a cum R, R^ 
O, P, Y 8 Vj Mon R, joh phot bals lepar 0^ P (P3 P^ Fj 0^ P^ T^^ C 
Vj) Pj5 e zon zon-com sacro latt om if p. f aprov ij noTrjpiov P3 Fj 

Pjj Pj V^ joh 2 aprov 77 TTOTrjptov O, O, aprov Kai rov Trorrjpiov Kai rov 
avaKJ). R^a Fj 4 rovrois CUm R^ Pj Pj O3V1 Pg C y {exc P,; 

Rj def) 8 (ea;c Pn) Mon Pjg Eg e (L om rovr.) f joh i 3 4 6 zon i bals 
rovrovs 0^ PiO^Vj P (ew R3 Pg C) P,Mg* Py V^ joh 2 phot n-tpi tou- 
roLS Fj touto R3 TouTtoi' zon 23 5 crvveiSoLev a (exc Vj OJ 

CM?n Pj Fj Y 8 {exc P,,) V^ e joh 134 o-ui/iSoifv Vj O^ p (exc P^ Fj) 
P„ Mon Rjjoh 2 bals zon-com bals-com oTiveiSeiev P^g f zon con- 
scii sunt isid dion 6e\oiev Pg C R^ 0, 8 (exc P,i) Mon joh 246 
e acpeXetv 8 (eKc P„) joh (exc 3) zon-com 
iii 1 oiKf 10)1/] i8i<Bv 8 joh 234 lovSaiav joh I 4 Trfpurxr}(T6evTas R, 

Trepia-xfBevras P3 Oj 0, 8 L O3 R^ f joh 23467 (irepixfB.) Trapaa^i- 
crdevras Pjj zon I 7repto-;^i(r5e>'ras legit etiam joh 18 5 ep^a- 

Xoirmj/ F2 O5 Pg Oj 8 (eajc M3 P^j) P,3 O3 Pj, joh 4 zon bals 2 3 efi/3a- 

ii 1 Aiafcovois Vi Tauras O7 2 tt^s /lep a\A.))S rtfirjs PcVj^Ejinatt 

/i€TCX«i>' Pe ^2° matt 3 om XcLTOvpyms Ej om ttjs rf . . . Krjpvaafiv 

Pi,Lfzoni3 4 ei /nfj/ Tii/cs E3 Oi* 5 i;9c\oi£i' Ej 6 ttXcioi' 

E5 Fj Ro vtpatpeiv joh 3 zon 2 

iii 1 (pivoi^ras Oj 'tTpo(T(p€vy. Vj cu^A,] rjTrrjGiVTas P13 om 7; wro o(«. 

. . . (^fi\r)6. L* (sec! ?; utto. . . . TrapaS. in marrj et rj aKK. . . . acpmp. inseritur 
post nepiffxtaO.) 2 om aWws V^ om rj aW . . . atpatp. Mj a(paip(- 
flci'Tos O4 om r) two/ifii'. . . . ctt0\rj9. P,, 3 om Poaivras . . . irtpt- 

cx^f^O. V, Fa* (Fa*^ add Poatvras sup lin et Kai vtpiffxif^^^vras post xpif^rtav.) 
4 eiaiv eiaiv E5 irtpiaxiaSfVTfS O5 irtpiaxi^^^vras rovs x'tiui/os zon- 

com TjToiJT) Fj om ras V, 6 x^'P"*] <"^ ri bals om fiiav L om 
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rt irpos a.vLyK.y\v be^afj^ivovs, 6i/,oXoyovvTas be biokov on 
elcrl xptfrioi'ol koI to nivOos roC (7U//./3di'roy del kviheiKvv- 
fiivovs rfj Trdcrjj KaratrroX?} Kat rw a-xhi^o-Ti. tai r?j Tor) ;3^ou 
rawetDorTjrt, roT;rot)y us efco afj.apT'^fj.aTos ovras Trjs KOivavias 
fir\ KOiKvecrdai' el bi koL eKu>K'v6r]<Tav vtio tlvos itepKrcro- 10 
repay d/cpt/3eiaj eveKev r] Kai rivcuv ayvoia, evdvs Tipocrbex- 
Orjvai' TovTo b\ ofjLoitas eirC re t&v eK tov Kkrjpov koi 
T&v aXXcov XaiK&v. irpoo-e^jjTdo-fljj 8e xd/ceTvo, el bvvavTai 
Koi XaiKol rfi aiiTfi avdyKr) viroTTea-ovTes Ttpo&yecrOai els ra^iv' 
ibo^ev ovv KoX TovTovi as /XTjSev ^/xapr?jKo'ras, ei nal fj irpo- 15 
ka^ova-a evpCaKoiTO 6p9r) tov j3iov noXiTeia, upoxeipiCea-Qai. 
IV ITepi t5)V Ttpos pCav dvcravTCov, em be tovtols koL t&v beivvq- 
(TavTiav els ra etScoXo, oo-ot [iev a-aayop-evoi koX a^ripLaTi, 
({)aibpOT4p<f avrjkOov Kai ecrOfJTi e-)(^pr\(ravTO TroXvTeXea-Tepq. 

Xovras f 7rpoa^a\'KovT(ov L ^pa/iara 8 (exo Pjj) joh 4 aliquidpol- 
hiii cibi isid dion escam prisca 10 om km [e/crnXuS.] 8 {exc Pjj) 
e joh 246 zon 11 om ri [xat nvjj y (exc 0, : E^ def) hia nvav 

ayvoiav 8 joh 2346 per aXiquorwm ignorantiam isid propter 
qiwrundam ign. dion npocrhfxSriTaxTav Vj y (K^ def) bals 

13 7rpoe^r]Ta<reTi Pj Fj V^ F, P, 'P^^J phot 14 irepmcaovTfs 8 

joh Trpoayareai. a cum PsPioOiPsMiPijVjVjPjsRjf johl 2 34 
phot zon I 3 bals jrpo(raye(r6ai F* 3 (exc Pj Pid) Rj O, F3 Mj M3 
Pjj Men e joh 6 zon 2 16 om evpia-Koivro P^ O, joh 1 2 3 4 6 

Op6ri T, /3. TToX. (VpUTK. Eg Fg TOU ^. TToX. Op5;) O, TToX. T. /3tOU Ej 

TToXiTcm] aC?C? arvp-irpaTTOi Pg07Johl2 36 add rj <ru;u;rpaTTOt 8 joh 4 

si vita eos probdbilis commendat isid ■probahilis sit dion aw< 
antea inveniatv/r recta vita eorum prisca 
cc. iv, V = c. iv Y (6«c Oj) 

iv 1 /3ia£ 8 e'in6v(TavTb>v 8 joh I 2 3 4 2 ^ei'J acic? oiiK 

8 joh 1346; ovv deest in latt 3 a-(po8poTepa> 0* P, P^ *Fi* 

raiv [/Siaf.] O7 bals 2 )/ ^p.] cu |8/). Oj 7 tou irevfiovj Oj om. tou 

ffvfi0avTos f imZeiKvviiivov Kg 9 tou [a/m/)T.] Pj^ ajjtapTrjaav Y* 

rrjs KOiV. ftrj Koivaivias firj kojK. Eg 11 om /cat [tivojv^ 0^ 12 om (k V4 

(MB Toi; Vj bals 13 om aXAwy Pn om Se P7 14 T7 outt;] Toiavrt) 
M3 Pji 15 om r) [TrpoA.] P, P,i zon 2 irpoaXaPovaa 0^* 16 fftz/i- 

irpaTTOi V3 ci av/iirpaTTTi Pu 
ir 1 Ilfpi . . . BvaavTov om P2 ! *" tiiulo V, Eirci Sc V4 tt/jo /Sias Pn 
emBviOjaavTav P^j avvSemv. P,i 2 eiSaiAtm Fa" joh 2 offoi /(fvoi 

[koi] Oi 3 (patvoiiivoi [^aiS/j.] K5 (cr6t]Ta , . . iToKvTiXtaTtpav Pj, 

VOL. III. L 
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KoX \iiTk(jyov ToC irapacTKeDacrfleVros hil'uvov abiacpopuis, 
ebo^ev fVLavrbv aKpoaadai, VTiOTTe(relv be rpia eTrj, evx^^s be 5 
Hoirqs KOivcovfjtrat, err] bvo, koI roTf iXOelv iirl to reXewv. 
■V "Ocroi be avfjkOov juera eaB^ros irevdLKrjs koI avaTTeaovres 
f(l>ayov ixera^ 8t' oXris ttjs avaK\C(Tea>s baKpvovTfs, el eTiXri- 
poocrav tov ttjs inroTrTOKreais Tpierfj ^povov, x'^pi'^ irpoo'tpopa.s 
bex6r\T(a(Tav' el be p.7) ec^ayov, b'vo vno-neaovTes errj t(o 
TpiTto KOLVoovqacLTUxrav X'^P'S Trpocr^opay, tva to Tekeiov Tjj 5 
TeTpaeriq XdjSaxnv' tovs be ema-Koirovs e^ovaCav e^eiv tov 
rpoTTov TTJs eT;L(TTpo(f}rjs boKip.ao'avTas (fnXavOpa-neveudai r] 
TtXeiova TtpocTTLdevai xpovov' trpo ttAvtcov bi Kal 6 irpoAyoiv 
^Cos Koi 6 ixeTo, TavTa e^eTa^ecrOoo, koi ovtoos f] <j)i\av0poL>Tria 
eirip-eTpeiado). 10 

VI ITfpt T&v aTrei,\fj fxovov el^avrmv KoXaaecas Kol cKpaipea-eias 
VTsap-)(6vT(iiv 1] ixeToiKias koX dvaavToov (cat M^'XP' ''"^ TtapovTos 
Kaipov jj-T) jxeTavorjaavTaiv iJ.r]bk eT!iaTpe\jrdvTOi>v, vvv be napa 

OjVj 6 KoivavfiTttxrav E^ (ijt) P^ 0, (»;'"*) Fj (i;t) hvo 

fTT] tr 8 (exc Pji) joh 1246 bals i 3 
V 1 om 8c 8 {exc ?„) joh 4 2 ava(cXi,<Te<Bs Vi P (R^ 0^ Fj 0^ P, 

P]„ C) Ej 0, 8 {eocc Vg) V^ joh 234 avaKKva-eas Oj ttjs avaiAi^a-etos 
hinc incipit Ej 5 Koivavqa-aTacrav a. cum P3 E3 R^ O, 

Pj O5 P, Y {exc P, O7) Og Pj4 Ej joh i 4 phot zon Koii/mvciTuo-ai' Fj 
P3 P,„ C V, P, 0, (,t) 8 (,r) V, (.t) Men P,, (,t) L f joh 2 (,t) 3 (,r) 
6 bals Koivav.^ add xp°'">> P13 0, Pj^ zon add ersi f bala 

6 rpuna O3 PjC Vj Fj^ Mon e f zon zon-com bals aristenus quarto 
anno, quadriennio latt tods 8e emcrKoiTovi hie deficit Pg 
vi 1 fiovrj Vj Eg Eg F3 8 P,3 joh bals-com (matt) minis fantum isid 
dion 2 X'^P'S ") peroiKTjo-ias y (ewc Oj Pg) neroKicrmt Oj^ om 

5 OOT [cux'?^ ^^ Pa C Mon 6 om /io>'))r Vi bals ctij] ctti Pj, ctij ctt; Fj 
CTi; ;3' ^' Fi totc] at?(i (prjffiv ij Oeia trvvoSos V4 TeXos Kg 
T 2 om l^fra^v O7 oire tijs [at-aK.] P,5 4 ScxSiJcroj/Tai 0, utto- 

Treffoi/ras Oi om €Trj V3 top rptro;] add TOis TTtarois avvtcraffOat 

{schol in Ml ex Zonara) M3 5 ti;s mpaiTias V^ 6 XaPaiair 

add <p-qaiv V4 7 (pi?<.avOpaiiT€vaac70at ? O^* O7 bals 2 8 xpo^oj Pn 

Trpofxo'v phot 9 /Sios . . . touto] x/iovos tou Bwv O7 om [/ifTo] E^Pj 
fieravTa V3 e^era^iTW Pn 

vi 1 [rif/Ji] 6e F2 T?) [oTTtiXi;] P,i oi(avTaiv Mj KoXao-fajc P,3 zon I 

i; [«ai a^.] P„ om /rai atpaip. Pj 2 17 (UCTOi[«ai] Vi om xai [SvaavT.'] 

Pii 3 i-niT p(\pavTaiv R, P, yw/] ;ui) f iiepi [t. «oip.] L f zon 2 
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Tov Kaipov T^s avvobov TTpocreXOdvTOiv koL eh bidvoLav Trjs 
iTnarpocprjs yevoixevoov, ebo^e M^'XP' '"'7* ixeydXrjs fnx^pas els 5 
aKpoaa-iv 8ex.^^/;at koI ixfra Trjv fxeyaA.7ji» fip,epav inroTreo-e'iv 
Tpia err] Koi [lera aWa bijo Itjj KOivaivrj(raL X'^P^S TTpoa- 
(ftopas Koi ovTcos eXdfiv ewt to reXewv, &(TTe rrjv Tracrav 
f^aeriav TrXrjpScraf ei 6e rives irpo rrjs avvobov TavTr/s 
ibe-xdrjo-av els ixerdvoiav, air' eKeivov tov yjiovov \e\oyia-dai lo 
avTols TT\v a.p)(r\v rrfs k^aerlas' el /xe'irot Tts KLvbvvos koi 
6av6,Tov TrpotrSoKia sk voitov rj aXXrjs tivos Trpo^dcrecos avp.- 
/Saijj, 7oijroi;s cttI opco be\drjvaL. 
Til riepl tZv (Tvve<TTia6evTU)v ev eoprfj eOviKrj ev tottw cufxapicr- 
jxevM TOLs edvLKois, Xbia ^pdj^ara eTn.Kop.i.craiJ.evoov Koi <^ay6v- 
Tcav, ebo^e bierCav v-nonevovTas be\6rjvai.' to be el \pr] p-era 
TTJs Trpocr(jiopa.s eKaarov t&v eTTKTKOwwz' boKip,daai koL tov 
S,Wov /3ioi» e<^' eKda-Tov e^erdcrai, 6 

ert) 2" Eg F, Pji 9 Taunjs] avrqs Pj Fj C f zon bals H 

TJJK TTJS e^aerias PjFj C Mon Pjj ZOn Tr]v e§aenav e f bals Om, 

Tis P3 Pj Fj O5 Pjo C Vg V3 Mon* P]3 e f phot zon bals matt aliqui 
periculus prisca si quod isid quodlihet dion 
vii 1 T) [ev Towa] F^Vg Fj^V^B job 1246; r) deest in latt. 2 ihta] 

a(M 6e Vj Y (eajc Oj Pg) r) [kui </>ay.] PjjB f zon bals matt 

4 £Kao-TOU F2P5^R2 0iP3Pij job 2 3 4 6 €Ka(TTa) O5 pbot fKa<TTOV 

ficra T, 7rpo<T(p, tr Pj, e f ZOn I 3 bals ; ncaaTov bexBqvai explicat 
Zonaras sed latt. omnes legunt ' unusquisque episcopus {prum) ' 
boKiiJui<Tai\ pr e^eara O^ pbot pr firra R^Oj P, pr utti Pg^O, 8 e 
job pr eoTt TO fbals add ecm R^zon 2 5 flerao-at] a^iM- 

baJs 4 Kara bals i 4 Tr/jocreX^.] emffTpeipayroju Pg Smvotai'] 

5iatfov£ar "V3 cj/vomv f 5 ttjs fJ^^xpt tr O7 ow y-^XP^ *^i* ^'^ 

ij/iepas P, L 6 Tjfifpav] add tjtoi rrjv tov kv avaCTaaiv k. t. A. C 

Tpta €T7j v-jToweff. tr e 7 om aWa Pj 8 eajtrTe L Tratrai/] 

■napovaav C 9 Ticai d 10 eleSfx^V"^" ^i '" ] "P"' I'll 

A.eAo7iffTai O5 C Vj \f\oyT]aTe joh 3 \oyta0ai Vj \oyia6r]vai hals I 3 e< com 
Xo7if€(T9a( f bals 2 11 auTois] auxj/s Pji 12 om £« I'otrou 0,* 

voaov] add avrois e (TVfiPaivei R^ ewnrvftPatTj Kg matt 13 opoiy 

Pjjt T(U [o/JGj] M2 

vii 1 avvecrOiaSevTav e bals 3 3 faSiaSevrav Pn P^j* ti; [efli/i/o;] Rj a<^o- 

piaBivTt f bals 4 2 iSviKois] eSvixijs V3*, a(ZtJ C!' etSaiKeica tvxov rj aWa) 

roTTw (IS reXeras avTois TeXovfiivas ava/c€tpLcvoj {ex Zonarae com) e t-n- 

eiaxopt. Pj 3 om to 5e ci XPV I'll o™ ^^ Oe <">* '' O7* 4 om 

Ti;s V4 liiTacTx^ty TTjS T!poa(popas exaffTov tov emcricoTTOv Fi" 5 o?rt 
j8ioi' L e^eraffai] add Ka\as V^ 

L 2, 
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VIII Oi 8e bevTepov Koi rpirov dva-avrei jxera yStay reTpaeriav 
■inroTrea-eToxrav, bvo be Irij )(a)pis TTpoa-cjjopas KOLVCovrjcraTaxTav 
Koi ro) e/Sdojuo) reXei'cos bexdrjrcocrav. 

IX "Ocroi 8e /i^ jxovov aiticrrqcrav, aXKa koX eTTave(rTr](Tav koI 
rivdyKaaav dSeX^ovs Kai atriOL eyivovTO rod avayKaa-Orjvai, 
oSrot err] jxev Tpia tov Trjs aKpodcreois be^aaOoiaav tottov, 
ev be aW")] e^aeria tov t^s VTTOiTTcocreois, S.XXov be eviavTov 
KoivuiVi](T&T(jia^av \(x>p\s TTpoa<j)opa.s, tva rrjv beKaerlav TTkrjpd- 6 
aavres tov reXeiot) jiierdirx&xny' ev fj.evTOL tovtco raJ xp6v(^ 
KoX TOV aXkov avT&v eTnTrjpeia-Oai. jSiov. 

X Amkovoi, oaoL KadLcrravTai, Trap' avTrjv Tr]v KaTaoTaviv el 
efiapTvpavTo koI e(j)aaav xpivai yay,ri(Tai, pJf] bwa/xevoi ovtoos 

(Tai Pj Rg E^ Oj Fj* O5 P7 C boKifUKTai Pjj tr 8oKtlia(rai et eft- 
Taaai O5 
viii 1 TpuTiav O3 Fj C V^ Mon 2 KOwaivritTaTatTav a (eXC Vj Og) 

P(ea;cPj„)P3PjjMonP,3 08Pj4photzonbalsi34 aristenus koikm- 
vetraaav Vj O,; (ijt) Pj„ y (i)t : eccc P^) 8 (i)t : ea;c Pjj) V4 LRg f joh 
1236 bals 2 Koivavria-ai joh 4 

ix 3 Mf f'-'? '»■ E4 Fj P, Pji 4 TT, [aXXi;] 8 («a;c P^) 5 Kot- 

ua>...T^aa. P, F, P,„ C (,r) R, O, {,r) M3 (,r) V, P^g R, f joh 3 (,;r) 
4 (i/T-) 6 bals 4 

X 1 oo-ot Kaflio-TacraiJ KaBrnTajUVOi otrot Vj ■y (eaJC Oj), offoi Kadia-Tafifvoi 
00-04 bals om oo-ot f « fnaprvpavro^ Stffiaprvpavro Y■^ y bals 

bals-com et fp^prvprjaavTo P, Fj* C Mon* L f zon diaconi qui- 
cumque constituuntur si . . . protesfati sunt, diac. quoque cum 
ordinantur si isid diac. qui sunt ordinandi, si prisca diac. 
quicumque ordinantur, si dion 2 i^r^trav y {eocc O^ job 456 



viii 1 El K2 bals 2 om Se P,i emBvcavras ?„ TerpacTiaj 0, 

2 viroireaaToiaav E, P, P^ R^ 0, Pn joh 14 vnomwTeTwaav O, L om [Suo] 
S« F/ Mj 3 «P8.] a(?rf fxei P„ bals 4 <r Sex^vT. et xmva- 

vrjT. O7 
ix 1 om 8c L aWa xai eirav. in marg M3 2 tods [a8EX(f.] P,j 

joh 2346 enav. aStXipois Km rjvayK. joh I aixiot] aurot P„ 

f-ifvovrov \ava-iK.'] ¥, 3 om eTj) E, om rov V, 4 ej/ St 

aAXi; . . . vno-nToxjfms repet V, 5 SfKariav M3 V5 6 /teTfxo'o-i L o»» 

CI' ^fJ-TOl K. T. X. a4_^» Fj* TOUTO) T(u] TOIOVTOI 0-, 7 om aUTOIf 

V, TOV aAA.. fir. ^101- out. «r Fj fmTripeiaew Ej P,j V, (ao-6lcu) 

X c. X. hie omittitur et inserilur post c. xiv L 1 Oi [8ta«.] L post /caStaTauf- 
voi rasara{^ = ocroi")seqmiurhalai omavTTjvOi omrrivF-j 2 etpeaaav h 
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lieveiv, ovToi fxera ravra yajxricTavTes iaTuxrav iv rfj virr]- 
pecrCa bici to eiTi.TpaiTrjvai avroiis inrb rov i-nicTKOTioV tovto 
hi et Tives (TLOOTrrfaavTis Kot KoraSe^ajuei'oi ev Tjj XfipoToviq 5 
\iivuv ovTijii p,eTa Tavra rjKQov inl y&\xov, TreTtavadai avTovs 
■njs biaKOvCas. 

XI Tas fxvrj(rTev$eL(ras Ko'pay /cat //.era Tavra vird aWcov apTia- 
yet(7as ebo^ev aTTobibocrOai, rois Trpop.vrja'TevaaiJ.ivois, ei Kal 
pCav VT! avT&v TrAdoiev. 

XII Toiij Trpo Tov ^aTTTiO'ixaTos TeOvKOTas kol ikto, TavTa 
^aTTTiaOivTas ^bo^ev (Is ra^iv irpodyeaOai oij anoXovcra- 

fiiVOVS. 

XIII Xo)peTn(rKoi70is fiTJ e^eivai -npea-^VTipovs r] biaKovovs X^'P"" 
Tovelv, aXXa fXTJi' fXTjSe TTpfa-jSvTepovs woAeajy, \u>pLS tov 
eTTiTpaiTrjvai. vtto tov (.TUcrKOTtov ixfra, ypap-jxaTOiv ev eripa 
irapoiKla. 



5 jrapaa-ianrrjiTavTes Vj (? Eg*) F3 bals 6 rat [pera] Mj M3 Pjj 

Vg [(xera] fie M^ 
xi 1 VTT. oXX. apiT. li. Tavra tr Vj f bals 2 pvr](TTev<Tap. F3* !L 

Pjg Pjj f zon bals 3 e< zon bals matt ??i comw pepvrjcrTeva: CMon 
xii 2 jrpoayeo-^at] add Selv 8 (eccc Pjj) job 1234: 6f IK c?eesi iw latt 
xiii 1 x'^P^''^''"'!"'^"^^ -^6* -fii •I-' f jo^ 238 bals 2 ^'^/'"'■"'■'^'"'■''s O5 O,* 
Xapema-Konov Pjj bals-com matt 2 om ^u^k O5 f zon i bals- 

com wpecr^vrepovs a cum P V^ Mon R,, e f job i zon i bals 134' 
Trpio-fivTepois E-5 F, 8 (eccc Pij) job 234568 npca^vTepov C Pj, 



3 ovroi] oTi P,i fv Tjy] fTi; Fj O7* om ev bale 124 4 om 

5ia Oi* avTOts L phot zon 2 3 bals tovto Se] toutoi Pu touto- ti 

5f joh 2 bals 5 « Tires S« ir Ee om nai [KOTaSef.] C f job 5 

6 as ya/iov Pn 7 Sio« ] 6fMS Koivavias Pn 

xi 2 cSofe)'] atfd f is to^ii' Bj a(H toutos Vj npoaiu'rjaTaii.ivois P^ of/i 
ei «ai aii^n Pji 3 Trap avToiv f 

xii 2 irpoaayecrBai M3 

xiii 1 x'"/"'"'^'""'''" '"'" 2 fficvai zon 2 )/] «<" I' 2 /«jTf Rj 

3 5ia [ypa/JinaTWv] f matt om ey F3 



») rf in codd regin 52, ottob 249, brit mus arun 533. 
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XIV Toiy kv K\rip(a irpecrjSvTepovs rj biaKovovs ovras /cat dwe- 
XOixivovs Kpe&v fbo^ev f(f>d'KTe<Tdai xot ovtoos, el ^ovkoivTo, 
KpaTflv kavT&v' el be jxri ^ovkoivTO, ois y.r)he to, ixera Kpe&v 
fiaXKofxeva Xayjxva icrdUiv, Kal jx-q vireUoLev r<5 Kavovi, 
•nenavcrdai avTovs ttjs ra^ecos. 5 

XV Ylepl T&v biaffiepovToov ru KvpMKCf, oaa eincrKoirov jxri Svtos 
Trpe(rl3vTepoi eTraJAij (rai', avaKaXeicrOai. to KVpiaKov' ev be 
ry Kpia-ei tov kiiicrKortov elvat, etre irpoa-riKfL aTToKafieiv TfjV 
Tijxrjv etre koL \xri, bia to ttoWclkis Trjv irpoffobov twv Tte-npa- 
[xevoov aTTobebooKevai, avTols tovtois TrKeCova tyjv Tifx-qv. 5 

zon 2 3' bals-com matt fn-to-Kon-ou y (^*c ^5^3 eniaKonois 0* -ovs 
cum firjSe wpetrPvTfpovs in marg 0,°') phot '^ aWa prjv Sia np^r^v- 
Tcpcav Pjj cKacm) y 8 joh 1—8 latt 

xiv 1 om KM [airfxoii.'] Pj3 e f zon bals 3 ei 8c p>] 0ov\. a (Pi^'P^ 

Oj O, P, P, V j cum R3 P, F,a V^a V, L Og R, f joh 4 bals « Sc (3ou- 
Xo.«-o R, P,* p (P3 R, O, F,* O, P, Pj„ V/) P„ Pj, zon « 8e ^S.X- 
vo-o-oijTo Vj Og C Y 8 Mon joh 123568 phot latt om as pr/St 
f bals 124 om <or bals 3 4 rai « p,, F* P,, F, O^ Pj^ V, 

Pj* Kot fiijSf bals ft Sf /i?) f matt 

XV 1 [Hfpt] 8c Vj Y {exc 0^ P^) 2 t<b KupiaKa Fj Y Pn V, ai 
ms (wra) ecclesiasticum reuocari latt reuocari res ecclesiasticas 
(monac 6243) revocare . . . dominicam (reg 1997) 3 (iirep 
fi {exc P,.) Mon Pjj e joh 2 zon « f bals 4 om rat [/ir]] R^ P, P^ 
O3 Ej 1^6 ci(ro8oi' Pg Pj Fj O5 PjD C Vj Mon bals-com nerrpa/i- 
lievcovO^ ""rpayMf"" Vi05(?Fi*)8V4 03P,5P„joh34zon 2 bals 
234 5 om TovTois Pj„ M3 Pj3 e omnjvP^ O3 0^ Pu zon 
2 bals 2 



xiv 1 t;] km L Pu 2 fSo^ivfvcpavT. 0, Pov\fiVTO E, 3 [wpar.] 

avTwi/ f zon 2 3 bals 05e\vaotvTo Oe Ej (in E5 A.u(7<ro s«p ras) fiSeXKva- 
aoivTO Pj Oj M3 f$df\AvaaovTO P„ oi Sc fideWvaaiVTO joh 5 ci Se outojj 
Pov\ovTai aTrcxecflai (Us ^J/Sc explicat Zonaras om to Vj om 

/iCTO Ej TOJI/ [«/;ca«/] O, 4 vmiKouv E5 F3 5 (e;rc Pu) u7rciKei«v L 

XV 1 (maKoita 1J.1] opti Pj, [ciriffK.] re Og 3 citc xP7 [a7ro\a0«y] joh 

16 matt 4 Tinrjv'] add tovs kokois ojnjtra^ci'ous phot 5 OTroSowai 

Re f 0™ Toi/T. TrAcioca Pj, ti;! ti/ii)S f 

') et in codd regin 57, monac 45, brit mus add 28823. 

') seti in cod monac 122 (?Photii) x<^pf^'<"to^ovs , . . irpeiTffvTepovs iroXfois , . . tv 
(Tcpa (Kaarr] cirapxa (sio). 
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XVI ITepl t5)v aXoyevaaiievutv rj kol dXoyevojueVcoz', ocroi irplv 
elKOtraeTeis yevicrOai ^jiaprov, trivTe kcu bfKa ereaiv viro- 
■neaovTes Koivtavias Tvyxavsrcacrav t^s els ras irpoaevxAs, 
eira ev rfj KOivuiviq biaTeki(ravT€s irr] Trevre, Tore km t^s 
iTpo<T(j>opas eipaTTTeadcocrav' eferafeV^o) be avr&v Koi 6 ev i 
rfj vTcoitTiixrei. ^los, koL ovtoh TvyxaveTmcrav ttjs (fiiXav- 
OpooTrias' el be TLves Karaxopws ev rots ajxapTrjixaai yeyova<Ti, 
TTjv jxaKpav e)(eTu>aav inroTTTUxriv. oaoi be virep^avres T-qv 
rjXiKiav TavTrjv km yvvaiKas expvres irepme'nTWKacn tu 
ap.apTrjp.aT I, nevTe icai eticocn eTeaiv VTioTiecrovTes, Koiva>vCas lo 
Tvy\aveT(iLi(Tav Trjs els Tas Trpotrev^ds, etra eKTeXecravTes 
irevTe errj ev Tjj KOivaivia t&v evx&v Tvyxaveraio-av ttjs Trpocr- 
<j)opas. el be Tives Kai yvvalKus exoi'Tes Kal virep^avres top 
TrevTrjKOVTaeTTJ xpoVor rjpapTov, em rjj e^6b(o rod /3tou Tvy- 
•jiaveTUicrav ttjs KOLVMvlas- '^ 



xvi 1 rtepi] add 8e y (exc Oj Pg) 4 ftra] add km Vj y (exc Oj P,) 

Pjj f bals cTTj TTcvT^ Mnc incipit Pg om tiji [tt/joo-^.] 

Rj Pj Pj O3 8 oa-oi 8e] hie incipit novus canon O^ Vj E^ 

12 en;] add (Tfpa 8 {exc Pjj) job 124 (joh 3 6 om extpa) altera 
quinquennio isid rn g'wa quinquennio durantes dion 



ivi 1 aXoyayfv. O4 Pu aXAo7fu. F2 L om Km [0X07.] C P13 Mon job 2 3 

zon 2 3 bals 3 2 ereffiv'] errj zon 3 Koivwv. . . . irpoffevx-^ KoivojvfjTucav 
Toiv ■npoatvx'"'' O7 "f"' "o'"- '''"tX- L TvyxameTwaav Oj Tvyxav^TW Mj 
irpoffeux-1 ^^'^ f''''*^ /f^' ^^ '''7 Koivajvia tianXiCavrts Koivojvias Tvyxavsroj- 
aav Trjs eis Tas -npoaevxas Vj* ttjs] tois Vz 4 fy T17 Koii'] /coit'oii'iat 

V4 8ioT£\<T<u<ray M3 «ai [roTf] Oi om tot€ O5 5 om ((era- 

fftrSou . . . <l>i\ay$pcon. Eu O7 (i» marg O7) om 5e F2 6 vircnrT."] 

vnoaTaSH M3 ciroTTTOKrci L 7 kotok.] xaitovpyais bals 1*34 a/tttprij/t.] 

a(i(^ TOVTOis e 8 (XfToiaav T-qv /mKpav tr E, vno-nToiffiv fX^T. tr Pi, 

job 236 9 om Tavrqv Pi„ om /tat [7W.] Pu job 3 yvvaixa 

Til ^0" l'*!^ 4 ^^ anaprrju.'] add rovra M2 L zon-com om 

eretrt P^ errj job 2 CT. vnoneff,'] €ti] vno-mtmojuav Kai O5 11 TV7 

Xay.] a^iovaSaaav L ti;s] ttji' Eg om tijs cis rar . . . TvyxavtT. P,, 

ewX"' ^1 J"'' ' ^ ^ 12 ev T17 /toiv.] Tijs Koivwvias L cdx'ui'] wpoaevxaiv 

V3 ffucTi/7Xoi'eTaiffai' O2 V5 om ttjs [wp.] Og irpofffop.'] Koivaivias L Oj 

13 « 56 Til'.] o( Ti Tirfs P9 mepavaPavTfs Og Pi* om Koi vir. Fj* 

14 irevTTjKOTafTT] E2 Trei'TE «ai iikobtov P,, irivTTjKOffTOv bals 2 (? 0,) 
nevTTjeTJi Fi* Ti/s «oii'. Tt;7x. i?" V, 
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XVII Tois aKoyiVfTa\xivov% kox XeTTpovs ovras iJtol ke-npucravras, 
TOVTOvs TTpoaeTa^ev rj ayCa (rovohos fls tovs x^'^l^^-Cof'-^vovs 

XVIII El Tives eiTLaKoiTOL Karaa-radivTes Koi ixrj bex^iV'^s vito 
r^S TtapoLKCas fKefor/y, els rjv dtvoixda-drjirav, erepais j3ov- 
\oiVTO TTapoiKLais e-niivai koX ^La^ecrOai tovs KadeaT&Tas 
Koi (TTdaeis Kivelv /car' avT&v, tovtovs a<popt(^€a9aL' iav 
jueiTOt fiovkoivTO ets to 'iTpe(TJ3vrepfiov KadeCecdai, ^vda fjcrav 5 
TrpoTepov TTpeajivTepoi, pir} aiiojio.XX.ecrdai, avTovs t^s Tip-^s' 
fav 8^ biaa-Taaia^wai Trpbs tovs KaOeaT&Tas e/cei eTTitrKOTTovs, 
a(l>aipfladaL avTovs Kai T-qv tiixtjv tov Trpea^vTipeCov koL yi- 
vecrdaL avToiis eKKrjpvKTovs. 

XIX "OaoL TTapdevCav fiTayye\\6pi.evoi adcTova-i, ttjv eTrayyeKiav, 
TOV tS>v 6iya/xa)i> opov eKitk-qpovTOiorav' tols p.ivToi crvvepxo- 
ixfvas TTapOivovs tlolv oos dSeAc^as eKOikvcrapLfv. 

xviii 1 OiTives Pj O3 O5 P3 C M3 V^ P„ Pj^ 3 ey[(ca(9eo-r<07as] 8 {exc 

Pji) joli 46 4: cav fiivToi liinc deficit E^ 6 ano^oKfo-Bai 

R2 Oj 8 {exc M3 P,j) 7 Sio-Too-tao-ouo-t Y^ Sjorao-tafouo-t Fj Fj 

tTTaataCaa-i C E^* Mon Pjj L Og f bals 4 matt 8 Om koi [tijj/ ti/i.] 

RsO^F, 
xix 1 0(Toi hinc incipit denuo Fg orayyeXX. a (EjPjOjPjV, 

VJ citm p (fiKC E3 P„ P3) y Mon P^j O^ f joh 6 zon zon-com bals 
(TtayycXoiievoi. F^ E, P^P, P^^V^ L PiJoh 3 enayyeiXa/ievot P^ OjOj 8 
(ea;cPjj)joh 124 aristenus professi, polliciti isid quanti promi- 
serunt prisca promittentes dion 2 ouTot [tov] 8 job (citni 

job 7) : deest in latt 3 om ur R^ O3 aStX^ois f bals 

matt aristenus aSeXcfiovs L tanquam sorores latt 



xvji 1 aXoycuo^. E, 2 faurous P^ Trpof To^ev E^ iTpo<7fTa(ev todtous 

<r V] bala 3 irpofff uxcffflai P^ f job 

xviii 1 viTo] rrapa V^ bals 3 2 0ov\ovto Oj PovKovTai zon 3 3 frntrai] 

ciffitTOi F3 aTTierai L f 4 avaTaatis 0^ Vj koS {odtiui' O5 a.Jiop.] 

ad(i tr^a tjitoj/ nporipov irpffffivrfpoi Fj 5 Kaeia^faOai Vj Ka9. tis to 

wp. tr Pi3 nporepoi V4 6 om ti;j Oe Fj 7 om eav SiaffTof. 

. . . T9;>' Ti/ii)!/ Pu irpos] Trpows O, emffK.] (mrpowois P,„ 

8 auToit L itpeaPvTepov C Mon P^ Pj, bals 3 matt 9 om avrovs 

L Pi4 (VfCIJpVICTOVS V3 

xix 1 67ra77] ad(i koi/ avSpts ciev Kav yvvcuxfs (ex comm. Zonarae) P^ 
2 TO) . . . opiu L irKTjpovT. L P^ eKirKr/p. opoy tr R, 
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XX 'Edi» Tiros ywjj ixoixevdrj rj [xoiyeva-ri ris, kv lirra ereo-t 
Sei ahrbv toS reXefov TOxeir Kara rois ^adjjiovs rovs vpo- 
Ayovras. 

XXI riepl Twr ywatKMZ' tuj' fKiropvivovcr&v Koi avaipova-&v to. 
yevvdiieva kol (rirovba^ovaiav (f>06pLa ttouIv, 6 jxfv Trporepos 
opos /iie'xpts e^o'Soi) eKaiKvaev, koX tovt(o avvrCOevTai' (f>i\av- 
dpanroTfpov be n tvpovTis apCaaixev SefcaerTj \p6vov Kara 
Toiis ^adjxovs Toiis u>picr\xivovs. 5 

XXII ITept eKova-ioov cpovaiv, VTroTTiTTTiTOdtrav p.iv, tov 8e TeXetou kv 
r(S reXet tov jSiou Kara^LOVcrdaiaav. 

XXIII 'Etti clkovctCcov <f)6vcov, 6 p.ey irporepos opos fv eirraeria Ke- 
\ev€t roiS reXe^oi; jxeTacrxeii' Kara Toi>s apia-jxivovs fiadjiovs' 
6 6e Sevrepos tov ireiraerij ^(povov itXrjp&aai. 



XX 2 Sft a cwm y SV^ Mon joh phot bals Soxfi p (P^ c^e/') Pjjef zon 
reddatur isid consequi oportet dion oportet prisca wpoo-ayojfrar 

xxi 2 <nrovba(Taiv 8 (ea;c M3 Pjj) irptoTos 8 («a!c Pjj) joh 3 (joh 1 

246 Trporepos) nparepos Pjj antiqua isid dion primum constitu- 
tv/m prisca 3 avvndiTai y [exc Pg) V^ f joh 2 4 avpTid^adat 

Pg : latt OOT (cai rour. avvrid. 4 p^poyoy] a(ic? TrXijpeoo-at Fj^ 8 

joh I 2 3 4 (Bptff-pej'.J ac^cZ 7rX);p<oo-at VjY f pilot bals : 7rX?;p. deest 
in latt 
OrtZo cc. xxii, xxili invertitur in Pg Pjj e f zon bals matt 
xxiii 1 Em a cum P {exc 0^ Pg) 7 Pn V4 Mon joh 236 phot Xlfpi 0^ Pj 
C 8 («£t;c Pji) P]3ef joh I 4 zon bals 3 fKn-Xi)p<ao-M 8 («xc Pn) 

explere dion 



XX 1 Tiyos] Tis V, 2 om tdx^'" ^i* ""''■a tods itpo. 0a0. P^s 

xxi 1 om Toiv L TTOpvivovaoiv Vj finropvevawv Yg, Pn avaipovvraiv Oj 

2 ffwo/ieva Oi'Ri'Mi'Pii'Vt vefo/xei-a Vi* Ej F3 M3 O, P„ yeyevvrineva L 
Kai [<f 9o/)ia] C <p9opoiroifiv P^ jell 3 3 f KoiA-uc phot 4 om S« 

Pii om Ti Oe E3* CK/J.] ■iroioi;;'Tes Pjj P^ bals matt 6 a<? _/S«eTO 

ac?rf tt; ayta ffvvoSw "V"^ tov tov iipoaKKaioVTOi tov aKpoaipitvov tov vnoirnjov- 
TOS Tovs ovvfffTturas (schol. in Mj ex comm Zonarae) M3 
xxii 1 Toiv [iicova.'] Fj Pj bals 4 viroTrnnT. B3 //«>'] Sf L tow TeA. 

8e <r f zon 3 bals t«X«iou] t£\o«s L tt/jos toi T«\fi Pn joh 

2 a{iova0(oaav L 
xxiii 1 oKouo-.] add Se Mon irpairfpos F^* Mi Pjj Va irptUTOS Pj M3 joh 4 

cwTtt £t;} Pu eirraeTi Fj 3 OTO tov O3 0, 
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XXIV Oi KarafJ-avTevoiJievoi Koi rais (rvvr}9fCai,s r&v kOv&v e^aKO- 
kovOovvTis rj elcT&yovTis rivas els rovs eavr&v oXkovs ewt 
avevpiaet (l>apixaKei&v tj koi Kadapcrei, xmb tov Kavova Trnrre- 
Tioaav Tr]s 'nevTaerias Kara tovs j3a6iJ,ovs tovs bipi(Tfj.ivovs, 
Tpta iTT) inroTTToxreaJS nai bvo erjj fv)(^j ■)(wpis Trpocrtpopas. 5 

XXV MprjCTTivadiievos Tis Koprjv TTpo(Te(f>6dpr] t?i dbfXfpfj avTrjs, 
ws Koi eTTL<f>op^aai avTr]v' eyrjixev be ttjv jxvrja-Trjv /xera ravra, 
T] be (pOapetcra a-nriy^aTO' oi crvveiboTes eKeXeva-Orja-av ev 
beKaeria bexdijvai eh Toiis a-vvea-Taras Kara tovs mpicrpAvovs 
fiaQp.ov's. 5 

xxiv 1 x/X""-" Ps ^6 Pe* Fi* O5 P, C Vj KaTaKo\ove. ?„ f bals 

3 avmpeafi V^ Mon Pjj L Oj f matt avfpevvrj(Tci Pjj joh 2 {avatpev- 

w)(T« joh 3) om KM O2 P4 V, Vj Vj Vj L f bals 134 

5 TTjs [ynoTTT.] 8 [exc Pjj) joh I 4 
XXV 1 eav [7rpo(re(j>6aprf\ y (exc E,^ : 0,'^ del eav) Y^ si quis sponsam 
kabens isid sed quidam sponsam hah&ns cod monac 6243 e<dion 
2 eTTi^oprjaai a {exc Ej P,*) cum E3 P^ F/ o,a 8 {exc Mj Mg) V^ 
Mon* Pj3 L joh 2367 phot bals fm^o/jfo-ai Ej Pj* P (ea;c E3 P^) 
Mon* Oj P], joh I zon fn^oprjo-ai y {firKpopria-m O," ecf>opr]0-at F,) 
(TrKJyopTicrat (ex schol Mj) M^Mjjoh 4 8 fni(f>a>pa(Tai f 3 i) 8f 

aSfX^rj r] (j)8. 8 joh : j; aSeXcftr] deest in latt 4 Sexa ere<r»i' Pjj 

ef zon 



xxiv 2 oiKovs avToiv Mi oi«. cat/T. joh 3 3 om 1/ Fj joh 234 ?; koi Kai Oi 

Kaflaf o-ei] ayet/f fffei Oi* 4 Trej/TO.] efacTias L 5 om eri; [fuxV'] I'll * 

om (vxvs Pn P,3 joh 234 om x<"P^s 'P* T-qs [irpoo-(/>.] Pn 

XXV 1 mv Tis irp. Oj* irpovpSaprj V^^ f joh 2 vpoaecpeapei S {exc P^) Vj joh 3 4 
2 om Kcu [€7ri0op.] C eirKpoprrjaai schol. in Mj V e< in marff Vj ci in 

<ea:fe joh 8 livqarevBeiaav M3 pLtravTa "V3 3 om 8e P^ 

01] add S( E, Mj avroiSores 0, 4 8f«aTia P3 om SfxSrivai Bj 0,* 
(in marg O7) cis] at/rovs Pj, 5 Sfious [)3a9/i.] V4 

i» texiu P13 ipiajveiai ex comm. Zonarae sequuniur cc. x, xiv, xv ; in iextu 
U ipiirjveiat quae nee in Zonara nee in BaUamone reperiuntur, sequuntur 
cc. vi (ffKoTTcf TTuis T^v Koivoivim' K. T. K.), X (SoKu liixecBat k.t. \.); cf. etiam 
cc. i, vi. 
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B. ESSAY. 

The aim of the present essay is to offer a small contributioa 
to the work of forming an accurate text of the Canons: a 
work which has indeed yet to be begun. For the great 
editors of the Canons from Justel downwards have practically 
omitted that part of their laboui-s : they have consulted but 
few MSS, and in their editions have as a rule specified the 
authorities neither for their text, nor for the variants which 
they have added. It is true that Cardinal Pitra felt the de- 
ficiency and set himself to the task ; but his apparatus criticws 
is not only inadequate, and by no means exhaustive, but also 
incorrect, some of the readings he cites from Vatican MSS 
being certainly wrong ^- Thus in the want of a critical edition 
errors have become stereotyped in the printed text ; for ex- 
ample, confining ourselves in this essay to the Canons of 
Ancyra, I have been able to find no MS authority whatever 
for two readings ia the edition at present most accessible, 
I mean that of Bruns ^, viz. : cc. xv avajSaXeiadai, xxiv om 
Tovs [wptCT-ju.e'i'ous] ; his reading cttj viroTTea-iTooa-av Kai (c. xvi) 
only occurs in one MS, Og ; other readings have only very- 
weak, or late authority, e. g. in c. xiii, •jtuipiincrKOTiov's, oKKa 
ixrjbe. Again, many of the variants given in his footnotes 
I have come across in no MS, e.g. c. i irpoaaxO&o'i, iii Trepi- 
CTKiOiVTas, ajxapTrjcravTas, x yaixfiv, xvi Ilept t&v akoyoos k.t.X., 
xxi (rvvniOevTaL, while most of the readings cited from 
Beveredge are really due to Balsamon, as Beveredge's text 
was simply a reprint of a fourteenth century MS of 
Balsamon's commentary (bals 2). 



' E.g. in his app. crif. on the Ancyran Canons, c. ii Upas om vatic. 2 ( = 53), 
lii int6 rivoiv, cum vatic, iv cr^oSpoTepai vatic. 2, vi om tis vatic, i, 3, xiii X'^P^- 
m(rK6wovs vulgo, iv fKaarji vatic, j, xx tav ris yvvr/ vatic. 2, are certainly wrong. 

^ Can. Apost, et Condi. recognovU H. T. Brum. Berlin, 1839. Hia text is 
based on Mansi's edition of 1 759. 
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For the present apparatus criticus we have collations of 45 
MSS of the Councils and about 12 MSS of editors and com- 
mentators, the printed texts of the commentators and Latin 
versions, with a few readings from MSS of the latter. The 
examination of these authorities points to some preliminary 
considerations. 

(a) The early MSS, at least those of the tenth and eleventh 
century, very readily fall into three distinct groups, a, P, y : 
in the five oldest of our MSS, of the tenth century, we have 
an extreme and exclusive type of each of these groups. How- 
ever as the MSS get later, we find the lateness of date 
marked not only by a great increase in the number of variants 
and in inaccuracy, but also by confusion between the group 
readings. In the twelfth century, for instance (when also a 
new and distinct group 8 comes first within our view), a MS 
of a, Vj , begins to show several distinct readings of y and 8 ; 
e.g. it reads with y 8 c. viii KoiviaveCrcoaav, xiv jBheXvcrcroivTo, 
xxi add Trkrjp&crai : with 8, c. vi /xo'zn; {cf. y), xv irf-TTpayixiVMV : 
with y, c. iii ■npocrbexdriToya'av, vii p8ta] 8e, x KadiaTafjievoL ocroi 
bieixapTvpavro, TrapacTKOirria-avTes, xv [rTepl] be, xvi [eira] koi. 
In P also we find for the first time signs of connection with 8, 
e. g. Pj reads c. iii TrepLcrx^eOevTas, Ip-fiaKovruiv, and with C 
V Koiv(t>viiT<i>ijav, xxiii Ylepi, C also has xiv ^beXvacroivro. In 
the next century, our a MS Og has characteristics both of P 
(c. ii If pas, Toirovs, iv (rcpobpoTipa) and of 8 (c. i avairaX.aCo'avTas, 
iii epj3a\6vTcov, viii KOLvwvqToxrav, xiv pbeXvcroivTo, xv Treirpay- 
piivaiv, xix eTTayyeL\A[j.evoi). We also reach some MSS which 
might be assigned to a, but have so many agreements with 
other families, that they are best left apart. E. g. V^ has e. 
ii rovTovs with P, cc. v and viii KOLvuveircocrav, xv irewpay- 
p,iviov with 8, and c. ii aprov, viii KOLVoiveLTODo-av, xv tu kvpmkQ, 
xxi (TvvTidfTai,, XXV fav ■!Tpocre4>6apr] with y — but on the other 
hand c. xiv el be jjirj jBovXowto with a : V^ is also marked by 
a number of interpolations, e.g. <f>-qa-Lv, <as elp^rai, r!j ayia 
(Tvvobw, etc. Mon. has some marked coincidences with p, 
e. g. c. iii -wpoaayeaQai., vi om ns, xv e'la-obov, but also c. v 
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KOivcavdrwcrav with 8, xiv ^beXva-croLVTO with y 8. Further 
these later MSS have a number of entirely new, or exegetical, 
readings. This confusion then of group readings occurring 
only in late MSS ought not to affect our division of the 
earlier MSS. It will only serve to show (i) that these 
readings are likely corrections or errors, and so were such in 
their origin, or (a) that the existence of certain various read- 
ings and recensions had become known and exercised influ- 
ence. At the same time in our treatment of the groups we 
must bear in mind the distinction between these two classes 
of variations : (i) those peculiar to the group, or 'group read- 
ings,' (a) those supported by other groups or external evidence, 
which may accordingly be, not marks of a group, but the right 
reading. 

(b) There is another cause to which probably a great number 
of the various readings are due. From very early times, from 
John of Antioch in the sixth century onwards the Canons 
have been subject to the operations of numerous editors and 
commentators : editors who have arranged the Canons in col- 
lections {(TvvrayfJiara) according to their subject-matter, such 
as John Scholastieus, presbyter of Antioch, patriarch of Con- 
stantinople in 564J Photius, patriarch in the ninth century, 
Symeon the Logothete, and the hieromonachus Matthew Blastar 
(c. 1335)1 ^nd commentators who have written commentaries 
on the text, such as John Zonaras, drungarius and jwotos a 
secretis, who wrote before 11 20, Alexander Aristenus, and 
Theodore Balsamon, patriarch of Antioch, disappointed of the 
patriarchate of Constantinople about 1190. If these nume- 
rous editors have not arbitrarily emended the text, yet their 
glosses and interpretations may easily have caused variants, 
as in some MSS their actual words have crept into the text : 
thus comments of Zonaras occur in the text of Mg (ec. v, xxi), 
of LOg Pi4 (c. vii), and of P13 (c. xix) ; other scholia are found 
in Pg (c. i) and C (ec. i, vi). Hence if we find a variant in 
some MSS agreeing with the text of a commentator, and not 
of older date, we shall not err in ascribing it to his influence ; 



158 The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 

and in fact we shall not err in assigning to that source the 
great mass of late variants. To confirm this presumption 
we give a list of readings occurring in late MSS and also in 
Zonaras and Balsamon and possibly due to them : — 

c. iv om \i6vrj% bals Vj 

V add xp^v^ zon Pj3 Oj P„ 

add eret bals f 
vi rrjv i^aerlav bals 6 f 

vii rj [kqi ^ay.] zon bals matt P,, e f 

CKaCTTOV jl. TTJS npOIT(j). zon bals Pj3 C f 

c<TTi TO [SoKt^.j bals f 

xi irr. oXX. &pTr. iiera ravra (tr) bals Vj f 

/ii/i/o-Tcuo-a/ie'j/ois zon bals 3 matt Fj* L Pj, P„ f 
xiii x'^'P^^^'^'"'^"" bals-commatt Pj3 

npea-fivTepov zon 2 3 bals-com (matt) C Pj, 
xiv om Ka\ [d7r€xoM-J zon bals Pu e f 

[KpaTfiKl avTav zon 2 bals f 

om (Bf fii/8c bals f 

XV el vpoa-riKei bals f 
xvii Trpoaera^fv tovtois (tr) bals Vj 
xix aSe\(pols aristenus bals matt f 
xxi nmoivTes bals matt Pj^ (P^) 
cc. xxii, xxiii invert zon bals matt Pj P^ ef 
xxii Tov reX. 8e [tr) bals f 
xxiv KaTaKoXovdoivTes bals Pjj f 
XXV Sem cTfcriv zon Pj, e f 

The following readings are probably due to Matthew 
Blastar : — 

C. xiii 8ta ypafifiarav matt f 
xiv tl 8e /ir) vTrfiKoifV matt f 
xviii TOV Ttpea^vTepov matt f 
cf. C. xxiv avmpea-ei matt V^ Mon Pj3 L Oj f 

The following readings, which are certainly not right, 
should also be noticed : — 

c. V Tpieria O3 Pg C Vj Fj" Mon e f zon bals aristenus 
vi [o-utoSou] auT^r PgFjCf zon bals 

TrjV TTJs i^aerlas P3 Fj C Mon Pjj ZOn 
X i/iapTvpricravTO Pg Fj* C Mon* L f zon 
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Readings which may be due to Photius are : — 

C.vii iKaara , . . f^eara phot 0^ 
xiii ema-Konois noKeas phot Kg 0^ P, C,* 
xxi [a)pi(T/i.] nXTjpSxTai phot Vj y f hals 

The close relation between the texts of John of Antioch 
and group 8 will be considered later on, 

(c) The extent of the difficulty caused by the influence of 
editors and commentators will be seen, when we realize that 
we have no independent MS prior to their work. Zonaras 
and Balsamon are indeed late (twelfth century), but we have 
no MS older than the ninth century, in which Photius 
lived, while John of Antioch dates three centuries earlier, and 
the MSS of his Syntagma are about as old as those which we 
possess of the Canons themselves. Thus we have no inde- 
pendent MSS, and in fact the families of the MSS do seem 
to correspond to the texts of these editors : the text of John 
Schol. and of 8 are very similar ; the same might almost 
be said of a and Photius ; and, though indeed there is not 
the same extent of similarity, yet the texts of Zonaras and 
Balsamon seem based on those of P and y respectively — at 
least there are several coincidences which point to this con- 
clusion ; lastly, some striking coincidences imply that the 
text of f with its numerous fresh variants is that of Matthew 
Blastar. To form an estimate of the trustworthiness of these 
editors we can only, argue from (i) internal evidence and 
(a) the renderings of the versions. 

Of the versions, the most important is the Latin^ which we 
possess in three forms, in the so-called Isidorian and ' Prisca ' 
versions, and in the translation of Dionysius Exiguus. This 
evidence ought to be important, as the versions were made early ; 
the Isidorian in the first half, and the Prisca in the second half 
of the fifth century, while Dionysius must have translated the 
Canons before 533, when Pope Hormisdas died^. On the other 

' For all statements concerning the Latin versions and msa reference is 
made once for all to Maassen GescMchte der Quellen in der Idferatur des 
canonischen Rechts iin Ahertlande. 
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hand, the Latin is not so helpful as it ought to be, {a) because 
of the variety of the translations : of the so-called Isidorian 
version there are two very different forms ^ ; the two MSS '^ of 
the Prisca by no means agree ; and of Dionysius' text there 
are four distinct recensions ^. Further, of these versions 
themselves we possess at present no critical edition, the de- 
sirability of which will be seen when we come to discuss the 
thirteenth Canon of Ancyra. {V) The early translators seem 
to have been very ignorant of Greek, or at least very often 
quite unable to understand the meaning of the Ancyran 
Canons. Hence, not only do we have wrong translations, 
as e. g. in c. vii for ro 8^ d -xjiri /xera rrjs Ttpoar^opas /c.r.X. 
the Prisca gives us quia oportet et post oblationem unumquemqiie 
episcopwm probare,hMt the translators give such free renderings 
or paraphrases as to throw little light on the original Greek. 
The difficult passage in c. iii irepicrxia-devTas tjtol ds x^V^s 
was too hard for them, and they afford us no help ; for c. xiv 
the Isidorian translators give a lengthy paraphrase, while the 
Prisca so abbreviates it that we cannot tell whether ^bekva-- 
troivTo was read or no. In the Isidorian text we have lengthy 
explanations of aAoyevofi^vcov in c. xvi and of biyanaiv in c. xix, 
while it renders ws kol fTn<f>oprj(rai avTrjv in c. xxv eiqvs inhae- 
serit tamquam suae et sibi expetendam esse coniunctionem : tav 
TWOS yvvT] iJ.oix€v6fj in c. xx, and /cat rovria (TVvrWfVTai in c. xxi 
it omits altogether. Even Dionysius, in spite of his claim 
to greater accuracy, is by no means immaculate, thus e.g. 
e<p' iKdarov (c. vii) he renders et singulos actus, fxera ypafj-ixdroDv 
(c. xiii) vel litteris, koI jur) virfiKoiev (c. xiv) tanquam non con- 
sentientes ; koL rovru avvTidivTai in c. xxi he also omits *- 

To turn now to the MSS themselves, as has been already 
said, the early MSS readily fall into three families «, P, y, 

• The vulgate text, and the older form found in the Preising ms (cod. 
monac. 6243) and the Wurzburg ms (cod. mp. th. f. 146). 

^ Codd. vatic, reg. 1997 and bod. mus. loi, 102, 103. 

' The first and second editions by Dionysius himself, the Dionysio-Hadrian 
edition, and the Bobbian Dionysius. 

* Cf. the Latin renderings given on pp. 186, 187. 
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and a fourtli distinct family 8 appears in the twelfth century : 
in the ease of P and y, it is true, it is hard to form a fixed line 
of demarcation and a fixed text, but there are distinct classes 
of passages where we may expect variations in each group 
respectively, and the MSS in each group all tend towards a 
definite type of text. It is then time to give the characteris- 
tic readings of each group. 

a. As this essay does not profess to restore the original text 
of the canons, the text of one of the groups has been printed, 
and that of a chosen on the assumption, to be subsequently 
verified, that it is the nearest representative of the original text. 
And this on the following grounds: (i) its MS authority, 
including three MSS of the tenth century, is as good as or 
better than that of the other families ; (a) these MSS give a 
very definite type of text ; (3) this text is the easiest one to 
assume as the basis of the others, as it occupies a middle posi- 
tion from which the other three groups diverge in different 
directions, whereas each of the other groups possesses a number 
of distinctive readings which would have to be discarded 
before it could serve as the starting point for variation in the 
directions of the other groups ; (4) in many cases the internal 
evidence is distinctly in favour of o. The MSS are RjPjPg 
(s. x) Og O3 P^ Fg (s. xi) Vi (s. xii) Oj (s. xiii) V5 (s. xv) ; and the 
text differs from that of Bruns as follows : — 



a c. ii 


UpaTiKr\9 


Bruns : Upas 




OTiveiSoiev 


a-vviSoiev 


iii 


TTpoaycadai 


irpoa-dyecrdai 


vi 


el fl€VTOl TIS KLvtvVOS 


cl fiivToi Kivdvvos 


vii 


i^eraaai 


d^iSicrai 


xiii 


Xapema-Korrois 


^wpenKTKoirovs 




dWa fifju firjSe 


dXKa nrjSe 


xiv 


et 8e fifi /SouXouTO 


fl be ^ovXotvro 




Koi fifj iweUoiev 


Koi ei ^17 xme'iKoiev 


XV 


dvaKoKfurBai 


dva^aKelirOai 




eire 


(tirep 




npoaohov 


eiaodov 


xvi 


frecrtv viroireaovTes 


(Tt) vrroTTfcreTaxTav 


VOL. 


III. M 
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C. XX 8et 8o(t« 

xxiv iQvinv xP^'''"" 

Tous ^aSfiovs Tovs apttrfievovs tovs ^adfxovs tapiafievovs 

XXV e'irt(j>opTJ(Tat. eincjiopecraL 

This text has a great similarity to that of Photius ^, which 
however presents the following variants : — 

C. 1 dvandKaLaavras X [eTTiT/jaTr^i^atJ avTOts 

II TovTovs CTVviSoiev xill iniaKonois TToKeas 

Om TTJS T€ [tOV apTOv] XIV fl Sc /SSeXuCTtTOIl/TO 

III avdyKTjs • XV [ti/j^k] tovs KaKas <oi/i;(ra/ie'- 
TTpoe^TfTaaBq rous [f'!"^] 

V [o] ■npo()(av [ploi\ xviii Otrtj/er {tit I, sed in lit 8 

vi om fjfifpav El Tivfs) 

7rKt]pai(riv XXI e»c&)Xv€ 

om Tis [a)/)«r/ie'foujJ 7r\r]pS>aat 
vii cKaiTTa . , . e'^eVro) 

Within the group we have these variants in more than one 

MS:— 

C. i dvairaXaicravTas P^* OgOg cum P^^ 8 6 joh phot etc 
ii roiJrovs 0, P, 0, V^ P P^ M,* P„ V, phot 

fftPuKovToiv Fj Oj Pg Oj 8 Pj3 Oj Pj^ zon eic 

iii 7rpoe|,rdo-5, P, F, V, Fj Pg P„V, f phot 

vi eTTiTp€\JAdvTav Ri P j 

vii T iv toVm F^ Vj Fj'i Vj 8 joh 

viii TpifTiau Og Fj C V4 Mon 

vnoiT«Ta.Ta>(Tav R, Pj Pj Rj Oj Pjj 

Koti/mi/f (Vmo-ai/ Vj Oj P,,, Y 8 V^ L Rj f joh ete 

xiv ei 8e ^ovKoLino Rj Pj* ^ Pjj P^^ zon 

fi 8f pdeXva-aoivTo Vj O5 C y 8 Mon joh phot latt 

XV om KOI [fiij] Rj Pj Pj O3 Rj Rg 

m7vpayp€v<i,v Vj O, 8 V^ Oj Pj^ Pj, 

0»l Ti,v [np.f,v'\ Pj O5 0„ Pii 
xvi om TTjs [n-pocr^.J Rj Pj Pg O3 

"Oo-oi 5e I'ncyj mou cam O^V^ R^ 

(Tvv[TVy\aveToiia-av^ Oj Vj 

xviii Olnvis ^ Pj O3 O, P3 C M3 V, P13 F^^ 

' For whose text, however, we have to rely on the accuracy of Card. Mai's 
printed edition : cf. p. 141. 

' This reading is not significant. The illuniinator seeing trtves might readily 
suppose it to be the familiar Oiriyes. 
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C. xviii o-uorao-cts OjVj 

six inayyeiKaiKvoi. P^ O3 Og 8 joh I 2 4 

om i>s Ej Og 

xxiv om Kai' O2 P4 Vi V, Vs V, L f bals 

. XXV i-rri^opla-ai Ej P^* p Mon* Og P„ zon 

The following significant readings occur in single MSS : — 

m Vj C. ill TTpoa^bexBrjTOKTav cum y bals 

vi /xoVs EgE^rgSP^gjoh 

X Kadicrrdfifvoi oirot , . . 

SiifiaprvpavTO y (bals) 

TTapamayrrriaavTes 0^6*) -^3 ^bIs 

XV [Ilfpi] Se Y 

xvi [e'ra] KOI YPiif^als 

xvu 7rpoa-(Ta^ev tovtowi <r bals 
xxi [i>pitTpJ] irKi]p5>a-ai Y^pl^otbals (c/8) 
in O3 c. V Tpterla ^ cum Pg C Vj Mon e f zon bals 

in r2 c. iii irpofrdyetrSm {lam.) cum P E^ O, F3 M.^ M, Pji Mon e 
vii (KaiTTOv P^a EjOj Pg Pji joh 2346 

ix K0iv<i>vdTa><rav Fj Pj^ E^ 0^ M3V4 Pjj E, f 

XV ra KvpiaKco Y Pji V^ 

xix fVayyfXojufi/oi Eg P^, P3 Pjj V^ L P^^ 

in O5 c. ii Upai cum P Pj, e zon 

iv o-^oSpor/po) (la m.) P, P/ F^* 0^ V^ 

Vlll fKaa-ra . . . e^ccrTO) phot 

Among the MSS we notice a close agreement between per- 
haps the two oldest MSS of all — Rj Pj, in fact they only differ 
in two places, c. vii ioprfj rfj kOv. ^■^ and c. ix om 'ir-q Rj. Thus 
our two oldest MSS, and they of the tenth century, having 
been copied from the same archetype (hardly from one another, 
being of the same age), their text, which is practically a^ is 
carried back to a much earlier date. It is to be marked that 
these MSS agree with p in two significant places, cc. xiv, xxv. 
Vj, our latest MS included in the group, is most probably a 
copy of O2, as it only varies from it in reading c. iii Trpoef?;- 

' O3 also reads Tpuriav in c. viii, Mon. agreeing with it in both places : the 
readings here probably affected one another, 

M a 
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rAcrdr], c. vii 7j ev to'tto). In O3 we see for the first time the un- 
doubted hand of the corrector, viz. in c. v rpterta ; and the 
group further shows how the variants and agreements with 
other families creep in. Thus a later MS, Og (s. xiii), has dis- 
tinctive readings both of P, Yj and 8, the value of which will 
be examined later ; Og also has an emendation of Photius in 
c. vii (cf. also e. xiv). Lastly, Vj has a very close agreement 
with Y, only it retains a's readings on some most decisive 
points ; it shows a remarkable agreement in these variations 
and others with Balsamon, cf. the lists on p. 20. 

p. This group shows a gradual deflection from o, so that 
it is difiicult to give an exact text, but the following list 
of variants will show the direction and the degree of the 
divergence. The MSS are P3 (s. x) R3 E^ O^ Pj P^ Fj Og (s. xi) 
P7 Pg Pjo C (s. xii) Vj (s. xiii), but in Pj cc. i-xvi, and in Pg cc. 
vi-xviii are wanting, so that they are not counted in the 
following table. 

Variants from o in 11 MSS: — 
c. XX doKfi omn + 'P^ C16WI Pj3 e f zon 

in 10 MSS:— 



Pe 



xy .I..P P3E3R,0, F, 0,P, ) ^^^ p^^ ^ ^^^ I Congr. 

Pjo C Vj J [ cum a 
in 9 MSS:— 

ii roircf P3 R, O, P3 F, 0, 1 0, P, O, V, P, 

P,P,„V,(E3™Cro) J M3*P„V,phot P3C 

avviSouu P3 R3 R, 0, Oa Vi 0, P„ Men R, 

P,Pj„CV, + P3 / bals F,F, 

iii ,rpoo-dye<r5a. P3 R, R^ 0, ) F,* R, 0, F3 M, 

F,0,P,CV, + P3 I M3P,,Mone P^P,. 

XXV in,<l>opiaai P3 R, O, F,* \ Rj P^* Men* O, 

O.P,Pi„CV, + P,P3 / P,,zon PsPeCFi") 

in 8 MSS:— 
vii i^iSxrm P, R3 R^ O, ¥* 

xiv ei 6e fioiiKoivTo Pj E^ O4 

F,*0,P,P,„V/ R,P,*P,3P„zon R3P6(Fi^V,») 
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in 7 MSS:— 
c. ii Upa, P3 P, F, 0, P,„ C 

Va + Pg OgPijCzon 

vi om T,, P,P^ F^O, P„ C V, V, Mon P,^ e f zon bals 

XV .?<roSov P, P, F, 0, P,„ CV, Mon 



E3E,0,P, 
RsR.O.P, 
B,R.O.P, 



in 6 MSSi;— 
xiv«'[M-j]P3*P,F,0,P,„V, P/ 

xxiv XP0''a>.P3P,*F/0,CV, + P,P, 

in 5 MSS:— 

iv <r<|,o8po^.>a>P3P/F/0,V, 0/ 

These readings also are to be noticed : — 

c. ii TJjs ;ii. aXXr/s Ti/i^f \i.(Tix^i.v P^ Vj^ c/'Ilj matt 
om vda-rjs Fj cum Pjj E,, 

om TTJs [tepSf] Pjd 
SprovF.F.T,, 
lil TTfpKT^eBevTas Pg 
iji^oKovTav Pj 
V KOivaufiTaxrav Fj Pj Pj^ C V2 

Tpterla Pg C Vj 
VI /ioi^ Eg 

ai^yPjFjC 
T^v T^y f^aerias P3 Fj C 
vii ^ [iv TOTTo] Fj* Vj 
eKaoTou Pg^ 
viii Tpieriav G 
ix pev iTt] tr E^ Fj 

KoivcovfiTaxrav Fj Pjj C (i;r) 
X cpapTvpfjcraVTO Pj Fj* C 

xiii om juiji' O^ 

Trpecr^vTepov C 

XIV /3Se\ij(7a"oti^ro C 

xvi fTj; VTroTreiTcTacrav Kal O5 

xix inayye'Kopevoi Eg Pg Pg 

xxi [p^pwovj nXrjpmcrai Fj^ 
xxii, xxiii invert Pg 
xxui Ile/)i O4 Pg C 

The group seems to fall roughly into two divisions, measured' 
by their divergence from a. Nearer to o we have Rg R^ 0^ P, 

' Also an itacism c. v. dca/tA^^fffius E, Oj F, 0^ P,o C + Pj. 



P3*E3RAP,C 

E3E,0,P,P,„(P,ar^K) 

E3E,0,FjaP,P„PgC 



0,8 Mon 

P V 

OiO,8LOgE,fjoh 

F.OgOjSPjgOgP^zon 

P,0,8V,MonPj3Lfbals 

O3 Mon 6 f zon bals 

VjR,F3 8P,3Joh 

f zon bals 

Mon Pj3 zon 

F,V,8johi246 

F,E,OjP3PjJoh2 34 6 



OgP^V^Mon 


P P 
-^9^11 


F,E,OjM3V,P,3Egf 


Mon* Lf zon 


(Bruns) 


Ei3 zon 


ViOevSMonjohphot 


(Bruns) 


F.PnV.LPj, 


8(y) 


Pi3 6 f zon bals matt 


8 P., e f zon bals 
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whicli we may call Pj, and of these Rg is perhaps the closest 
to a. Further off we have Pg- composed of Pg F^ Og P^ Vg, 
among which Pjq is not so advanced as the others. We 
notice that these are later MSS, except Pg, which appears to 
be the earliest MS of P, and which represents the extreme 
limit of its variation. Pg is in a peculiar position, contradict- 
ing the order of the group, it has the peculiar marks of Pgi hut 
not those variations from a which are common to both P^ and 
P^- Pi has been much corrected, generally into agreement with 
a, e. g. c. iv (paLhpoTepio, vii i^irdaai, x ejj.apTvpavTo, xiv et 6e 
jxr\ j3ovk. xxiv edv&v, xxv eTncjiopfjcrai, : but cf. also c. vii ^ (v 
TOTTio, xxi add -nkrfp&a-aL. Og is the MS whose peculiar read- 
ings in c. xiii, xvi are followed by Bruns. 

The first list of readings sufiiciently marks off P as a family 
by itself, distinct from the other families. The only traces 
of connection are in the second class of readings, and they 
occur mostly in later MSS, are many of them easy corruptions 
or obvious mistakes (cf. especially c. ii apron, c. vi Tr\v r^y 
k^aerCas, c. xix (irayyfXop.evoL, which are clearly transitional 
readings), and in any case are too sporadic to interfere definitely 
with the division into families. 

The only seeming exception is Pg, which in only twelve 
canons has several coincidences with 8, c. ii tovtols, iii Trepirrx^e- 
Oivras, ip-PaXovTcov, v KoivwvdTuxrav, xxiii ITepi, cf. also v 
dva/cXTjuetoy, ii Oekouv, xix f'nayyeXoij.evoi. The deficiencies 
of Pg may perhaps be supplied by C. These two MSS agree 
remarkably in their contents, order, etc., so that probably 
they are copies of the same MS : this presumption is confirmed 
by the striking agreement in their readings, e. g. the insertion 
of the same scholion in c. i, dikoLev, tovtols, TpnTia, KOivu>vfC- 
Tuxrav, riep^, etc., and so, confirming the tendency of Pg, C alone 
of P reads j3bekvcraoivTo in c. xiv. On the other hand, C does 
)iot read Trepiax^divTas, fiJ.fiak6vTcav, eirayyeko/xevoi, which is 
imj)ortant as showing that these readings may have been 
variants from his copy made by P's scribe. Nor indeed was 
the scribe of C very careful, as is shown by the following 
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mistakes or emendations, c. v TpierCa, vi avrrjs, ttjv rfjs k^aerlas, 
XeXoyiorat, Trapovaav (for iracrav), viii Tpuriav, xi nefivricrTevcra- 
ixevois, xiii irpecr/SOTepor, xviii Otrives, a-racnAC'^cn, lipea-j^vTepov. 
Y is a family considerably harder to define than P : in fact 
it seems composed of MSS in various transitional stages. 
However the variation seems in the direction of a certain type 
represented in Rg, and a similar list as in the case of P will 
give us a class of readings distinctive of a family. The MSS 
are R5 (s. x) R^ O^ (s. xi) Pg (s. xii) O7 F3 (s. xiii) ; cc. i-iv are 
wanting in Rg. 

Variants from a in all the MSS : — 

c. ii reice aprov fj Trorfipiov (Rj def) 
iii Trpoa&ex^rjTaaav (R^ def) cum V, bals 

X SiffiaprvpavTO (^pro fl f^.) bals 

xili reice Trpec^vrepovs TToXfajy 



eKatTTfj 


Sjohlatt 


xiv el Se fiSeKia-a-oivTO 


Vj05C8Monjoh(«xc4)photlatt 


XV T^ KvpiaKa 


F.P„V. 


xxi (TvvriBiTat (a-vvTiBecrdm Pj) 


v,f 


[mpicr/i.J add ivkripiiKTai 


Vi f phot bals (c/8 joh 1-4) 



XXV iiJ.(f>oprja-m (0,°' iin<poprj(Tm Fj c^op^o-ai) 

in 5 MSS:— 

■ T> T> T. /-■ T-i / Oongruil 

cc. iv, v=c. IV EgK. Pg O.r, \ „ 

C. viii KoivcovfiTwcrap > E, E^ Oj 0, ¥,«■ Y, O, Pj„ 8 V, L R, f P, F3* 

X (ca^iord/iei'Oi 00-01 Eg RjPgOjFj VjC/bals Oj 

?(^r/o-aj/ Eg Ej Pg O, F3 job 4 5 6 O, 

XXV iav^wpoa-e(f>6aprf]B,^Oj^I'^0^''F^ Y^ ^^O^^ 

in 4 MSS :— 
iii 0TO5[Kalr.a.]E,0iPgF3*(E,rfe/) O, 

iv KoivavfjTacrav E^ Pg (fc.) O, Fj (Ej def) Oj 

vi X'"/'''^ 5 peToiKrjo-ias E^ Ej O, Fg (Oj^ ptTOiKialas) O^ Pg 

vii \ihm] hi E, Ej O, F3 Vi O, Pg 

xiii eVio-KoVow E2 0jPg 0,^(07* -Trout) phot 
XV [nepl] fie' Ej E, 0, F3 Vi Oi Pg 

' There is much variation between KoiviovfiTwaav and Koivav^rwaav, which is 
not wholly unimportant — the latter being generally found in y and 8. 
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c. xvi [Hfpl] 8/ Ej E^ 0, F3 Oi P, 

[f fro] Kox E, R2 O, Fg Vj P„ f bals O, P, 

in 3 MSS :— 

iii ffpo(rciy€(r5a.E,0,R3(E2C;«/) P/ p M^ M, Pj^ Mon e OjP, 
yii cKaoTou . . . ? otcb E^ Oj P, E^ Fj 

xviii OTO (tat Eg 0, Fj Ej Oj P, 

XX i^poaayovras E/ E^ Oi" O, E/ 0,* Pj F, 

Compaxe also : — 
r. \\ om Ttjs [if par. J O, cum Pj, 8 Mon 

t'lpTov ij iroTTipiov Oj 0, 

ToO apTov /cat toO iroTTjpiov Ka\ tov ava^ipeiv Eg^ Fg 
api-ou fi noTTipiov P, Pj Fj Pj„V^ 

To£rov.P, 0,P,0,VgPM3P„V, 

iii TTfpKTxf (9cVra£ Oi O, (Ej rf«/) Pg 8 L Oj E^ f joli 

iti^aUvTwv O, F^ Oj Pj 8 Pi3 O3 P„ zon 

Trpoe^^rdo-e, P, P, F^ V^ F^ P„ V, f phot 

<r evpL<TKOlTO Eg F3 

OJrt fiipia-K. et add a-vpirpdrToi P, O, j oh I 2 3 6 c/ 8 
V om 6 [pfra Taura] Ej Pj 

KO.™«/rco(ra„ P, 0, (vt) F, P, P„ C V^ 8 V, Men Pj3 

L f bals 



TpiCTia Fg* 


OjPjCV^Monefzonba 


(j>i\av6pa>ne{icra<Tdai, 0* 0, 




Vi /id.'S Eg Fg 


VjE3 8Pj3Joh 


OTO erri E5F3 


Pn 


vii eVri [SoKipao-ai] 0, 


Pga8ejoh(c/fbals) 


viii inoTTfcraTma-av E^ Oj 


RiPiP^Pu 


ix KOivavriTaxTav Ej Oj 


F3FjPj„CM3V,Pj3Egf 


X napaa-iomTjcravTfs H* F, 


Vj bals 


xiii xi^pfT'CKo'TOvs Eg* 


PjjLfbals 


X<opf7ri(TK07TOS Oj* 


0. 


npecrfivTepots [ttoX.] Eg F3 


8joh 


xiv [ical] fi [n.j] P,a 


P2 


XV nenpapfievov Oj 




xvi om i^(TaC((Tdm . . . (j)iKalnas Ej 0,* 




"Oo-ot 8e incip nov canon E^ 


o,v„ 


xviii diTO^aKeaOai E.^ Oj 


8 


o-Tao-tafoxri E^* 


CMonPjjLOsf 


xxi a-vmdea-dm P,, 




XXV 0»l SexSv""!- ^2 O7* 
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Of this family R. gives us the extreme type, and it is the 
earliest MS (s. x)i. P3 is a copy of Rg, for though they have 
both been much corrected, yet in all its readings Fg only varies 
from Eg in a long omission in c. iii, ela-uvaL in xviii, e(}>opfj(raL 
in XXV, while a corrector has added rj in vii, and rpterta in v. 
As the readings in this group show transitional features, so 
the MSS themselves have undergone much correction, especi- 
ally Rj Oj O^ and that too in significant places. With regard 
to other groups y gives us many of 8's readings, especially in 
O7, which is the latest MS and also full of variations, many 
entirely wrong. Pg seems to show a little tendency towards 
P, while it and O^ are perhaps nearest to a, though the latter 
shows some of 8's readings. Vj is a MS very close to this 
group, being quite half way between a and y. We also notice 
that several of y's readings ai'e supported by Balsamon, while 
we remember that V-^ shows still closer agreement with his 
text. 

8 consists of Mj Mg (s. xii, xiii) Mg T.^^ Pjg (s. xiii) V, (s. xiv), 
all of which, except P^j, have a very marked agreement, so 
much as to point to a single archetype. Pjj possesses only 
about half of the distinctive readings of this group, but its 
own variations are so wide and so independent that it can 
be assigned to no other group. In consequence of the simi- 
larity of the text of John of Antioch, the readings of his MSS 
(for which cf p. 141) are also given. 

Variations from a: — 

,M, 

cum joh P/ O3 O5 P/ e phot 

joh 4 Discrepant joh i 236 

joh 

joh2 36PioO,Mon joh i 4 

joh2 46PjCE5 0,Mon joh i 3 

joh 1246 (zon-com) joh 3 

joh 2 3 4 (joh I tov8ma>v) joh 6 

• So also the extreme types of o and P are found in their earliest msa Kj P, 
and Pj respectively. 



tit. 


ayitav Kai 


exc I'll 


i 


dvaTraXaiaavras 






om [XfiToupyfii'] n 


Pn 


ii 


axravTws entSvaavTas 






om TTJS [UpanKrjs] 


Pu 




6f\oiev 


Pn 




dfjjcKeiu 


Pn 


iii 


Ibiav 
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C. iii TTfpKTXfOfVTaS 




fjoli2 3 46 7P,OAL 


joh I 


ifji^aXovTcoif 


ease Pji Mg 


Moli4F,0,P3 0,Pi3 0, 
I Pi.zon 


joh 1236 


j3pa>fiaTa 


Pn 


joh 4 


joh I 2 3 6 


Om Ka\ [eKmXiJ^.] 


Pu 


joh 2466 zon 


joh I 3 


6ia Tii'ffli' ayvoiav 




joh 2 3 4 6 


joh I 


Trepmea-ovTfS 




joh 








/■ joh 4 : add (rufiirparToi 


om, fvplaK. 


add fj (TVnirpaTTOi 




} johi2 36 7P,0, 


joh cum 
joh 7 


iv l3ias 






joh 


eirtdva-dvTav 


f p., imdv- . , 

< " , ion 1234 

( fiTjcravrap " " 


joh 6 


[;tieV] ovv 




joh I 3 4 6 


joh 2 


8io en/ (i)-) 


Pu 


joh 1246 


joh 3 


V om [otroi] Se 


Pn 


joh 4 


joh I 2 3 6 


di'aKX7}(76a>£ 


V3 


joh 2 3 4 e< aZ mss 


joh I 6 


Kotva)VT)TQ>aav 




fjoh23 6F,P,P„CV, 
I P,0,V,MonP,3Lf 


joh I 4 


vi ftdvi; 




johV^EgR^rgP,, 




vii iy [ev tAtoj] 




johi2 46r,V,V, 


joh 3 


f'o-Ti [8oKi/id(rai] 




johO,e(fbals) 




Vlll KoivaiV7]TanTav 


Pn 


fjohi2 36V,0,P,„ 

I yV.lrj 


joh 4 


ix rg [aXXn] 


Pn 




joh 


X Kai [/xeTO raCra] (/icra fit M^ Pjj) 




joh 


xii [Trpodyeo-^ai] Sell/ 


Pi. 


joh I 2 3 4 


joh 6 


xiii TTpea-PvTepoii TToXftos 


Pn 


joh2 34 568R,F3 


joh I 


£fcd(r777 




joh 1-8 Y omn codd latt 




xiv ^BeXvaa-oiVTO (e/SScXXutro-ovTo P,j) 


fjohi2 3568ViO,CyMon 

I phot omn codd latt joh 4 


XV Treirpaypeviiiv 




joh2 3V,0,V,0,P,,P,, 


joh 126 


xvi en; [ere/jn] 


Pu 


joh 1 2 4 


joh 3 6 


XVXll €yKa6e(rTwTas 


Pn 


joh 46 


joh I 2 3 


aTTO^akeaSai. 


PnMg 


E,0, 


joh 


xix eTrn-yyeiXd/jeKoi 


J Pu (^W- 
I ycXd/i.) 


; johi2 4P,03 0, 


joh 3 6 


OVTOl \t6u\ 




joh 




xxi (TTrouSatrwv ^ 


PuM 




joh 



' This points to a very close connection between Mi Mj P^ V3. 
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C. xxi TrpSrros 


Pn 


jobs 


joh 1246 


[xpwoi'] 7rX);pmcrai 




nohI2 34Fl^c/v. 

I Y^P^otbals 


joh 6 


xxiii Ilfpi 


Pn 


fjohi40,P3CP,,e 
I f zon bals 


joh 2 3 6 


iKiT\r)pS)(Tai 


Pn 




joh 


xxiv TTJs [iiron'Taxr.] 


Pn 


joh I 4 


joh 2 3 6 


XXV )] [8e dSe^^i) rj] 




joh 





Besides a-iiovbaa-Siv the following itaeisms, etc. occur: c. i 
TO boKelv M MgMgP^Vg, iii irpoo-e^erao-^ij MiMgMgVg, 
xiv VTrriKOLiv omn. xxiv <Tvvr)diaLS, (papixaKiaiii MjMgMgVg, 
XXV ■npocr€(f>6apa omn. exc. P^j. Further, in cc. v and xxi 
scholia of Mj have crept into the text of Mg, and in c. xxv 
Mg Mg read eirK^opr^crat, probably due to a marginal note of 
Mj (or of Mj's archetype) i-nK^oprfia-ai.. 

The following variations in the group are to be noticed : — 

C. iii roiavTY] M3 Pj, 

7rpoo-dyfo-5ai Mj Mg Pjj cwrti joh 6 P K^ 0, Fg Mon e 

ix KotvmvffTaa-av Mj joh 3 4 6 Fj Fj PijC Rj O1V4 Pjj Rg f 

iTTiTripela-da) PjjVj B.3 

xxiii nparepos Mj Pjj V, Fj* 

TrpwTos M3 joh 4 Fj 

xxiv om Koi [^KaSdpa-fij V, O^P^VjVgVjLf 

xxv iiri(t>opTi(rai M^ M3 joh 4 8 

To finally characterize Pjj, besides all the differences from 
the group already given, we have further variations, agreeing 
more or less with joh ^ : — 

c. ii TovTovs a-uvlSoifv cum joh 2 P etc 

vii cKaarov joh 2 3 4 6 F^ Pt^ O, P, 

ix Toif [dS(K(j>ovs] joh 2346 

xiii xapinia-KOTTovs joh 2 3 8 R^ L f 

xvi iTTonr. ixer. ifr) joh 2 36 

om KOI [yuraJKas] joh 3 

xvii irpotreix^oSax joh I 

xxi (pSopoiroteiv joh 3 

1 In all these readings (except one) P,, agrees with joh 3. 



172 The Text of the Canons of Ancyra. 



C.XXii TTpOJ TO) TfXei 


cum joh 


xxiv avfpcvvrjcrfi. 




jot 2 (3) 


om (ixv^ 




joh 2 3 4 Pj, 


with other MSS, 


besides 


readings already g 


C. ii om irdcrTjs 


ci«w. F] Eg 


iii irpoe^rjTda-ffri 




p,r,v,F,p,v,f 


yi om [pvo] err] 




RaFs 


ix fiep err] (tr) 




R.FiP, 


XV Ttt> KvptaKa 




f.yV, 


cm rfiv [ri/i)}!'] 




P.O3O, 


xvi [fii'a] KQ' 




Vivfbals 



Besides all these variations it has 38 peculiar readings, or 
mistakes, vrhich it would be superfluous to enumerate. 

The text of 8 is not identical with that of John of Antioch. 
All the MSS of John examined reject the readings fiias (c. iv) 
rfi aAAjj (c. ix) /cat /xera ravra (c. x) cmo^dKia-dai (c. xviii) 
eKTT^-qpSxrai (c. xxiii), and have further variants of their own 
in c. X Tovs a.bf\(l>ovs, xvii iTpo(rev)(^e<T6aL, xxii irpos 7(3 re'\ei. 
We have four MSS agreeing against 8 in c. i otn tl, ii (jx^a- 
XovTcor, ppajxara, v om be, and in the new reading kKCKxrov 
(c. vii), while we have the agreement of 3 MSS against 8 in 
at least 9 other readings. 

It is important to examine the relation of the Latin 
versions to 8. Owing to the nature of these translations, as 
well as the minute character of the variations in the Greek, 
it is in most cases impossible to tell the Greek original. 
However, in the following instances we can compare them. 
All the Latin translations ^ agree with c. xiii eKaoTTj, xiv 
/36€Xi;(rcrotj'ro. The Prisca has primum constitutum in c. xxi 
( = 7rp£ros): there is also much agreement with upeu^vTipois 
in c. xiii, but the Latin texts themselves are very uncertain 
(cf. p. 1 87 f ). 8 may be supported by the following translations, 
in c. ii jier aliquonim ignorantiam isid. propter quorundam ign. 
dion., in c. xvi altera quinquennia isid. (? = 7rerTe erj; erepa), in 

' Also all the MSS examined. Over fifty MSS have been consulted as to 
the readings in co. xiii, xiv, and other important variations. 
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c. sxs. prof 68^,1^01110111 isid.j quanti promiserunt prisca (? = e7ray- 
yetXd/^ewt), in e. xjdii explere dion. (? = lK7rX?jpc5o-a(). 

On the other hand the Latin has sacro in c. ii (? = t€pay), 
Isidore and Dionysius both have minis tantum (fj.6vov) in e. vi, 
and antiqua in c. xxi (? = 7rporepo?). Dionysius and some MSS 
of Isidore have c. iii aliquid cibi polluti { = ^pS)jxa rt) ; erepa 
(c. xvi) is omitted in in qua quinquennia durantes dion ; while 
there is no trace in any translation of c. vii rj \kv roVo)], xii 
6eij/, xix oSroi, xxv r] 8e d8eX^?;. Thus weighing both sides 
together the Latin is against 8. 

Later MSS. After the preliminary remarks on the influ- 
ence of editors etc. (pp. 156-159), not much need be said about 
the later MSS ; their evidence for or against a reading will 
not in itself be of much weight ; to their new readings is due 
the mass of variations in the apparatus criticus, and it will be 
sufficient in a few words to characterize the MSS. 

V^ is really an a MS, but it is marked by many inter- 
polations (cf. p. 156) and some readings of other families, e.g. 
c. ii apTov, XV rS KVpiaK(S, -Kfirpayiifvoov, xxi avvTidfrai, xxv eav 
■npocre^dapy). 

Mon. is a more careful and accurate MS ; it agrees gene- 
rally (but not altogether) with P, cf. c. iii TTpodAyea-dat., vi om 
TLS, XV eiTtep, duohov, xxv eiri<^opecrat, also x kp,apTvpr\a^avTO : 
but it reads ^heXvcra-oivTo in c. xiv. 

Pj3 is marked mainly by agreement with Zonaras' text ; it 
has incorporated some of his kpixriviiai and prefixed his preface, 
and its text shows the same influence. 

Rg, which ends in the i8th canon, distinctly belongs to o, 
but has the reading -nepurxedevTas in c. iii with several late 
variations. 

The MSS of e (L Og PjJ and f (Pjg V-^^ Pj^) present respec- 
tively distinct types of text, perhaps due to copying. These 
types are marked by confusion of the old family differentiae 
with the addition of a number of new readings. Thus e reads 
c. ii Upas, iii ■wpotrayecrOai, vi om rts, xv etwep, xx Sofcei with P, 
but on the other hand c. i avanaXaio-avTas, iii om KaC, xxiii 
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UfpC with 8 : while f, the latest MSS in date, present at least 
a dozen quite new variations, e.g. c. ii om iepartKfjs, iii 
fjjLlSaXovTas, om tov avixfiivTos, vi /^iJjSe', ivvoiav, a(f>opL<j6fVTi, 
etc. Three of such readings, c. xiii bia ypaix\j.aTaiv, xiv ei 6e 
fxr) vireiKoiep, xviii tov irpea^VTepov, also occur in Blastar's Syn- 
tagma, and this with other coincidences (cf. p. 1 85) seems to 
show that this text is due to his influence. 

On the whole all these MSS can be best derived from the 
text of o, to which family V^ Pjg Rg certainly belong, while 
Mon. perhaps has closer affinities with p. 

Having summarized the characteristics of the various types 
of text, it remains to settle their claims to represent the 
original. In the consideration of which we may disregard 
the later MSS and pass back at once to the earlier families, 
and returning in the reverse order, we come to 8 first. 

8. The MSS of this group are few in number and late in 
date, none before the xiith century. One MS, Pjj^, is so 
full of errors, mistakes, and peculiar readings, as to be prac- 
tically worthless — a peculiar version of its scribe, while the 
remaining MSS so strikingly agree that, if some of them 
are not copies of one another, yet all can very easily be 
assigned to one archetype. The text of this archetype is 
most definitely marked off from all the other groups ; it has 
in the short 35 canons 45 variations from a, of which about 
34 are entirely peculiar to itself, and are not met with else- 
where (i.e. in MSS of the councils: for 19 of these readings 
are to be found in MSS of John of Antioch). These two 
considerations at first sight would incline us to put 8 at once 
aside like e, f, or Zonaras' and Balsamon's texts : for, though 
we attached little weight to the number and date of the 
MSS, it would seem incredible that so many readings of 
the original text should not only entirely disappear from the 
widely varying MSS, but also be unknown to the numerous 
commentators. 

The case, however, is altered by the fact that for many of 
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these peculiar readings there is independent and early support, 
viz. that (a) of the Latin versions, and (b) of John of Antioch's 
Synagoge'^. This at least shows that some of these various 
readings were already in existence in the sixth century. How 
far then does this testimony carry us ? 

(a) The relation of 8 and the Latin texts has already been 
examined, with the result that they by no means agree. We 
must bear in mind the division between the few variants of 
8 which have other support, and the characteristic readings 
peculiar to itself. It is chiefly in the former that it has the 
support of the Latin, e.g. in c. xiv ^bekvaaoivro, xiii iKaorrj, 
and perhaps Trpecr^vripois. Of the second class of readings 
only a few have some partial support, e. g. c. xxi irp&Tos in the 
Prisca, perhaps c. xvi irepa in Isid., c. xix eirayyeiXS.fj.fvoi (of 
the former class) in Isid. and the Prisca, and bia tlvmv &yvoiav 
in c. iii ; while the Latin is directly opposed, either one or all 
of the versions, to e. g. c. i om rt, c. ii ifport/c^j, iii fipap-aTa, 
iv fjLev ovv, vi p.6vri, vii 17 ev totto), xii beiv, xix ovtol, xxv fi be 
dSeX^rj fj, and xix eTiayyeiXdfievoi, [promittentes, Dionysius). 

(b) There remains then only John of Antioch ; and here 
we have a general agreement not only in the text, but also 
in the order of the councils, for the 8 group differs from 
all the other MSS in inserting Sardica after Neoeaesarea, 
and this order was due to John, who was the first to 
introduce the Sardican canons into the canon law of the 
East. The words 'general agreement,' however, have been 
used advisedly. The text of the Synagoge itself has not 
yet been critically examined; not only do there appear to 
have been two very distinct editions, but our collation of but 
a few MSS has already shown great differences existing 
between the various MSS. Where there is agreement be- 
tween joh 12346, there we frequently find disagreement 
with 8, as is shown on p. 17a ; and, taking the MSS singly, 
the lists on pp. 162-172 give us about 24 variants from 8 in 

» twa-^ar^^ Kavivaiv (KK\7i(na<TTiKZv els irevT^KOvra rirXovs Siripiniivr], printed 
in Justel. Bibliotheca luris Canonici Veteris. 
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job I, 25 in job 2, 29 in joh 3, 20 in job 4, 29 in job 6. Hence 
the texts of 8 and of the Synagoge are by no means identical. 
On the other band, it is remarkable that all the readings of 8 
except five are to be found in some MS of the Synagoge. 
"What then are we to say of this general agreement ? do 8 and 
the Synagoge agree, because 8 represents the original text 
which John found and worked upon, or because John in 
compiling bis Synagoge was neither careful to cite the canons 
with extreme literal accuracy nor scrupulous in the use of an 
editorial hand, and the result of bis work has exercised a 
reflex influence on a group of MSS of the councils? Our 
first presumption, on finding some pecuUar readings in a 
few MSS coincide with those of a previous editor, is to 
assign them to bis influence — a vera causa has been found: 
such indeed would be our treatment of variations which appear 
first in the text of Photius, Zonaras or Balsamon. This pre- 
sumption is increased on finding so distinctive and numerous 
a class of variations : this definite class and the want of con- 
necting links seem to point to a definite assumption of the 
task of editing ; especially will this be borne out, if we find 
that many of the variants do possess the marks of emendation, 
and that too in the direction of improvement of the Greek. 
Further, if 8 was after all the original text, bow are we to 
account for its comparative disappearance and the growth of 
the other families? There is no gradual line of divergence 
between 8 and the other groups, so that if 8 is not due to 
the editorial influence of John, u must have been the handi- 
work of Photius. But already in the tenth century we find 
three distinct types of text, each apparently independent but 
all equally separated from 8 ; did they all develope from 
Photius' text, or must we assume some more editors ? 

(c) These are however only presumptions, and it would be 
easy to argue and make out a case for whichever alternative 
we wish to adopt. But there is one court of appeal left, 
the readings themselves. Among these we, first, find some 
(a) certainly wrong readings (and here the support of John of 
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Antiocli is generally wanting), e.g. c. iv /3ta?, ix t?j [aXArj 
e^aeT^^], x xai [jixero rawa], xv TreTrpay/ievo)!' joh 33-'; and (i) 
some probable mistakes c. i om \K^irovpyilv\ rt job 4, ii om itjs 
[\f irovpyias] job 236^, iii jSpdj/nara job 4, iv [fxei'] oSz/ job I 3 
4 6 witb V om be job 4, xxi -np&Tos job 3, probably due to tbe 
following hevTipos, xxiii ITep^ job l 4 for tbe unusual 'Etti. 
Secondly, we bave signs of an editorial band (a) in epexegeti- 
cal additions c. vii eVrt [So/ciji^ao-ai] job, xvi [Ittj] eVepa job i 
a 4, xxi [xpoVoz;] TrXTjpdio-at job 1234, xxv ^ 6e ateK(^r\ [^] 
job ; and (5) in improvement of tbe Greek, making it more 
idiomatic, e. g. in tbe preference for tbe aorist, c. ii a4>eKfLV job 
1246, iii efx^aX-ovrcov job 4 (but v KoivoivriTOia-av job a 3 6, viii 
KOtvaJi'Tjrcoirai'job 1236), xviii aTTo^aXeo-^at, xixeirayyeiXd/ieroi 
job 124; in tbe use of compounds c. ii iindva-avTai job, 
iv knidva-avTuiv job 1234, xviii eyica^eoTMras job 4 6, xxiii 
€K7r\r]p&(Tai, ^. Cf. also c. iii Trepkirea-ovres, iv fxei; oSjj, xix oSroi. 
MovT] (c. vi) is apparently a correction for tbe less obvious 
p.6vov ; e. vii rj [iv to'ttm] is an error tbat may bave easily crept 
in or been adopted. 

Tbus tbe examination of tbe readings peculiarly cbarac- 
teristic of tbe group* would sbow tbat tbey are not original. 
For witb regard to tbe style of tbe Greek, if tbe question 
arises between tbe ecclesiastical fatbers at tbe Galatian An- 
cyra and Jobn wbo was educated for, and for a long time 
pleaded at, tbe bar in Antiocb (wbence bis name ScAolas(icus), 
we must give tbe preference to tbe style of Jobn. Tbus we 
are driven to accept tbe alternative tbat wbere tbey agree 
tbe peculiar ebaracteristics of 8 must be due to bis influencCj 
tbat tberefore tbe value of 8 is not bigb, and tbat in fact it bas 
no claim to represent tbe original text ; a conclusion wbicb was 
our primary presumption afforded by tbe lateness of tbe MSS. 

' arrovSaaSiv in c. xxi is, of course, an error, but it only points to the close 
connection of M, M, P^ "V3. 

^ 1/. infra p. 185. 

' On the other hand c. i avawaXalaavras. 

* The readings, not peculiar to the group, c. iii itepttrxfOivTas, xiii jrpeaffvTl- 
pots . . . iKaoTTi, xiv 0de\va(roiVTO will be exanained later. 
VOL. III. N 



178 The Text of the Canons of Ancyra, 

Against this conclusion we must not be prejudiced by the 
idea that we are defending a ' textus receptus ' against superior 
critical claims, for a can hardly be called a ' textus receptus,' 
nor has 8 any ' codex vaticanus ' older than all existing MSS : 
on the other hand the archetype of Rj Pj (p. 163) can carry 
back the text of a to the sixth century, or the age of John. 
To conclude the argument, can we account for the genesis of 
8 ? The fact that two of the MSS (M^ Mg, p. 193) came from 
Magna Graecia conveys a valuable hint. The 8 MSS, as we 
have seen, come from a siugle archetype : this may have been 
the work of a scribe writing in Italy, who, as in Italy Greek 
MSS would not abound nor could the Greek canon law be 
in constant reference, may have had but one copy and that 
possibly inferior or corrupt. Writing in Italy, his greater 
familiarity with the Latin versions would have suggested 
emendations where the Greek was difficult, as in cc. xiii and 
xiv ; and again writing in Italy, the popular authority on the 
councils would be John of Antioch rather than the schismatic 
Photius, and very probably from a MS of the Synagoge our 
scribe may have introduced still further emendations of his 
possibly corrupted text. 

Y- The claims of y are not strong. For, first, the MSS have 
nearly all undergone a great deal of correction, especially in 
the significant places : e. g. Eg in e. ii, xiii (xajpeTrio-KoTrous), 
xiv (-Avo-tro- in ^bekva-a-oLVTo), and there are marks of erasure 
in c. vii d... xpv, x . . . aicoTiria-avTes, xvi eferafeo-em . . . be, xx 
TTpo . AyovTas ; O, in cc. vii, xiii, xvi, xxv ; and Oj , cf. espec. 
XXV (av • . . a-TTpoaerjidapTj, vi ixeToiKiaias, xxi irpoadyovras. The 
MSS are further characterized by many special readings 
of their own which are obviously wrong, espec. O^, cf. e. g. 
c. V om p-era^, hix^rjaovrai, <j)ikav9pcoiT€vaa(Teai, xpovos rov 
/3iov, vii add ia-Tiv, transpositions in cc. vii and viii, c. xvi 
Koiv(jivriTco(rav t&v Tipomvx&v ; and Oj which is most carelessly 
written, cf. e. g. c. ii (j)evovTas, iv oaoijxevoi, xiii x«)p«7rto-K07ros, 
XV iTTaXfia-av, xiv Kavdvi and tit. Kavdvai. Thus the MSS show 
signs of having been written by careless and inaccurate scribes. 
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Secondly, y can hardly be original for there is a difficulty 
in finding a definite text. There is indeed a definite class of 
passages in which we may expect to find variations, but the 
degree of variation is very gradual : in fact the group seems 
to be composed of a number of MSS in a transitional stage 
of variation towards a type of which Rj perhaps represents 
the extreme limit. In accordance with this we find that often 
where they vaiy from a, the MSS do not agree among them- 
selves, cf. e. g. the different readings for c. ii aprov r\ iT&Tripiov, 
c. xiii Tipfo-jSvTepovs TToXeois, and the variations of orthography 
in e. xiv ^bekva-oivro, fibeXva-aoLVTo, ^beXkvo-croivTo ; so in 
c. xxi Pg also varies from u, but gives awTiOecrOai. Again, 
the readings themselves are often transitional : thus 6.pTov 17 
TiOTrjpiov Pg IS half way between aprov rj "norripiov and aprov ?/ 
■norrfpiov OjO,, Rg* giving a further advance tov aprov km, tov 
TTorrjplov Koi rov avatfiepeiv ; ■neiipap.y.ivuiv Oj lies between Trewpa- 
p.iv(av and ireTrpayixevaiv ; Oj also shows how another reading 
arose iav Trpocre(j>da.pr] [v. infra) and in c. x gives a decided 
mark of transition in biaKovoi ocrot KaBicrravTai . . . bieixap- 
TvpavTo, which makes no sense. 

But in the readings in which there is more or less agree- 
ment does Y show signs of retaining the original text ? In 
c. xiii exaoTTj and xiv l^beXva-a-oivro and the rejection of Trpta-- 
^vrepovs in c. xiii y agrees with 8 and other authorities ; and 
these readings will be examined later on their own merits. 
But among y's special readings are 

(a) Certain mistakes, as c. iii TrpocrSex^'?^'^'''"^) unless the 
fathers committed an anacoluthon, iv Koivcoveircoaav, xx Trpoa-- 
dyovras (in Rj* Rg O^* O^) and vi X'"/''^ V Merot/cTjirtas (cf. 
infra). 

(b) Obvious emendations are to be found in c. vii eKaar- 
Tov . . . ea-TO), xiii eTncTKonois (probably due to Photius), xxi add 
■nk-qpSxrai (with 8, but in a different place), xxv (^(poprja-ai, 
where in F3 e^oprjffai the /x has dropped out, and xxv kav 
TTpo(re(l>ddpri. Here some scribe did not see that the canon 
was a decision on a particular case, and so he generalized it 

N a 
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by inserting an lav. Tlie scribe of Oj inserted the full phrase 
lav Tis, and it was only afterwards seen that riy occurred 
twice. Some of the Latin translators were guilty of the same 
liberty : cf Isid. si quis sponsam haiens, Prisca si desponsatus 
aliquis, but Dionysius renders qwidam sponsam habens, which is 
the reading too of the oldest form of the Isidorian version. 

(c) Other readings appear not to be original as their 
genesis can be explained, c. vi )(&>P'S V lucroixTjo-tas indeed is 
hard to account for. Is it a reminiscence of Can. Nicaen. xi 
r\ )(u>p\s a<paipe(Tf(icis vTrapxovTciov ^ x'^pis Kivhwov ? Or does 
the Latin also point to some word having dropped out in the 
ordinary text : cf. Isid. aut honorum ablatione aut transporta- 
tionis poena deterriti, Dionys. aut privatione facultatwm territi 
aut demigraiionel We can however see the origin of y's 
reading in c. x — d l^xaprvpavro might very easily become 
bieixapTvpavTo, giving us the text of Oj ocrot KadiaravTai. . . . 
bifixaprupavTo. But this would necessitate further changes : 
it might be emended by the insertion of a second ocrot after 
KaOta-ravTai, or by the change of KaOiaravrai. into Kadiarajxivoi. 
A confusion between these emendations would give us both 
the reading of Balsamon oo-oi Kadi.<TTap.ivoi octol (in bals I the 
second ocroi has been erased) and that of y KaOia-rajxevoi oaoi. 

c. xxi (TvvTideTai can be explained, the change of TovT(a into 
TovTo in a difficult phrase (omitted by the Latin translators 
altogether) caused the change of avvTidevrai into a-vvTiOeTaL. 
On the other hand the change of to into ro) will explain the 
change of ru KVpLaK<2 for to KvpiaKov in c. xv, though the Latin 
Isid. Dionys. ad iura ecclesiastica {jus ecclesiasticum) revocari 
seems to point to rill KvpiaK^ : but the early Isid. cod. monac. 
6343 ^^^ '"'^ ^'"'^ ecclesiasticum revocarent and the Prisca revocare 
atque repetere dominicam. 

Thus as in the case of 8 internal evidence has again veri- 
fied primary presumptions, based in this case on the character 
of the scribes and their work, and we accordingly set aside 
the claims of y. 

p. Before examining the value of this group we must 
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notice, and work upon, the division of this family into two 
classes according to the extent of theii- variation from a. P^ 
and Pj are fragmentary, and the character of P^ is peculiar, 
otherwise we have two distinct groups Pj R3E40^P7 and Pj 
-^3 -'^i^s^io^z' of which the latter possesses all the variations 
from a in the former with additional variations of its own. 

P2 is marked off from Pj hy six readings : c. ii tfpay, vi om 
rty, xiv [xaij ei [ji^Jj], xv etcroSoi' and we may add iv (r<J3obpo- 
T(p(o, xxiv xpovMv. The last four are entirely without other 
support (except dcrobov in Men., koI el /^tj in P/, and o-^oSpo- 
repM in Oj*) and mark p^ out as the extreme of P ; so that 
if we do decide in favour of P, the extreme isolation of p^ is 
against its being the original form. Further, of the readings 
themselves — tepas, which will be examined later, is probably a 
correction, a({)obpoTep(o (? through (T^-qixaTi (T(jiatbpoTep(f) a mis- 
take, while xpovoiv (of which there is no trace elsewhere) is 
probably a substitution of a reference to astrology for a refer- 
ence to paganism, when obsolete ; against the omission of tis 
in c. vii we have the Latin quodsi quodlibet mortis periculum 
(isid.) si autem aliqni perieulus (prisca), si quod autem periculum 
(dion.). 

Pj which remains is very close to a, in fact it has only 
seven variations from it : c. ii rouTouy frvvihoiev, iii Trpocrayeo-flai, 
vii a^iSxrai, xiv ei 8e j3ovX.oivro, xv emep, xx boKei, xxv ein<f)o- 
peaai. And some of these readings receive much support 
among later MSS and editors, and that the stronger because 
the more varied. The readings have good internal proba- 
bility, dvep and irpoa-ayea-dai ^ are indecisive, and with two 
of them (ei be jSovkoLvro and CTrt^opeVat) agree the best MSS 
of a, viz. Rj^ Pj. Indeed the difference between a and Pj^ is so 
slight that we should not divide them into two families but 

' irpoffiyeaSat would seem to be the more natural term for the first em'olment 
of a laic in the Kkrjpos, vpoayiaSai for his further advancement. But it is 
difficult to tell the usage of the canons, as in each case we are likely to have 
the same Tariation, and at present we are without critical editions. However 
in c. xii all the MSS agree in irpoayiaOai except M3. In c. iii E5 O7 read 
TTpoad'/eaBai, but this is discounted by their irpotriyovTas in c. xxi. 
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for the fact that Pg agrees with p^ in its variations : this 
shows that Pi is already on the path of divergence and 
for that reason is not original — either i* or Pg must be the 
original starting point. Again the character of Pg agrees 
with this conclusion, for discarding Pi's variations from a it 
has those of Pg ; it is much more likely that it was a short cut 
from a rather than a double corruption of Pj in the way of 
loss and addition. Once more one of the readings of Pi is 
against it, viz. a^i&aai ; it may be original, but it has entirely 
dropped out, being without any support elsewhere, unless 
indeed the Prisca cogtioscere (cod. vat. reg. 1997) agnoscere 
(bod. mus. 103) points to it. The Latin also seems to be 
against SoKet in c. xxi reddatur, oporiet. However in any case 
u, and Pi are so close that each variation must be examined 
on its own merits ; the fact however of o's being on the whole 
nearest to the original giving a slight presumption against 
the evidence of p. 

u only now remains. But before deciding on its authority, 
there is an objection to be considered. If we were inclined 
to think the text of 8 influenced by John of Antioch, why 
should we not ascribe the text of a to the influence of 
Photius, who according to Card. Mai made not only a 
avvTayiia of the canons according to their subject matter, but 
also a avvayuiyri of the councils arranged chronologically, 
especially as the normal -order agrees with his list as against 
that of John of Antioch ? The full text of Photius exists 
apparently in only one MS, printed by Mai, so that we 
cannot argue from it with any certainty. However in that 
text we have several variations from a, just of the number 
and character we should expect from an editor reissuing an 
existing text. The full list is as follows : Q.nom rrjs re, iii 
avAyKris, iTpoe$r]Tacrdr], iv irpoexo^v, vi om fjixepav, TtXrjp&criv, x 
o^roty, xiv ixera t&v Kpe&v, xxi (K(&\ve — which we may con- 
sider errors ; and, what is more important, c. vii e/cooTw . . . 
efeVrco, xiii eina-KOTrois, xv add tovs kAkios divr](Tap,evovs certain, 
and c. ii tovtovs (rwCboiev, xiv fibf\v<T<roLVTo, xxi [&pi(rp.4vovs] 
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wXjjpScrat possible emendations ; c. i ava-KoKala-avTas and vi om 
TLs are indecisive. These variations seem to be enough to 
mark the practical independence of a. 

Thus the result of a long and tedious investigation seems 
to justify our assumption at starting, viz. that o is the closest 
representative of the original text. For 

(1) The MS authority for a is as good and as early as that 
for the other groups. 

(2) We have found no imperative claim on the part of any 
other group to represent the original. 

(3) The text of a serves best for the groundwork of the 
other groups and MSS : and indeed this is the strongest 
argument on behalf of a. It seems to hold a central position 
between the other texts. From a we can trace a gradual 
divergence to the extreme types of P and y, whereas P, y and 8 
are each marked by a number of peculiar readings which have 
to be discarded before we reach another family, i. e. the text 
would so to speak have to first reach a common groundwork, 
resembling o, before the other families could be developed. If 
among the later MSS, of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, 
and even in one or two of the twelfth century, we find the con- 
necting links between P, y and 8 increase, yet they do not be- 
come so numerous as to outweigh their connection with a. So 
too, widely as the later MSS vary from a, it is easier to assume 
a as the basis than P, y or 8. Take, for instance, Pn through 
its numerous individual readings occupying a unique position, 
and widely differing from 8 to which it is assigned : it is easier 
then to assume a as the groundwork of Pj^ rather than P or y, 
as it has none of their peculiar readings. So with Pg which 
occupies a peculiar position in P, its origin is easiest to be 
found in a. This argument is borne out by examination of 
the individual readings, in all of which it is, if not necessary, 
at least as easy to derive the various readings from a than 
vice versa. 

(4) Lastly, whereas, as it has just been remarked, P, y, 8 are 
each marked out by a class of peculiar readings, there are none 
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sach to be found in u, i. e. there is no reading of m which, is 
not supported by at least one other group. On the other 
hand again, there are very few readings which have the sup- 
port of two groups against a. They are cc. viii KoivutvrjTuxrav, 
xiii eKia-TT], xiv phekvaa-oivTo occurring in y 8, with perhaps 
two imperfect agreements c. xiii the rejection of irpecr^vTepovs 
TToXfMs, xxi the addition of ■nk-qpSta-ai. 

Thus our conclusion seems justified. But considering the 
lateness of oui- MSS, it would be irrational to suppose that a 
has preserved the original text absolutely unimpaired. Hence 
there are many passages where the readings must be examined 
on their own merits. Such would be (i) those where there is 
a consensus of authorities against a, and (a) readings where 
the inner nucleus of P (Pi) varies from a. Thus it will not be 
out of place to examine some readings individually. 

c. i avairaXaCcravTas is found in P2* Oo Og Pg* 8 e Joh. Ant. 
Photius, Aristenus, and in Zonaras and Balsamon in their 
commentaries, but not in their text. fTTavaTTaXaico is such an 
unusual compound (it is not given in Liddell & Scott) that 
it is likely to be original : the great support it has prevents 
its being a mistake, while the commentators support ava-naX. 
because that is the usual phrase. On the other hand, the 
partiality of 8 for compounds (p. 177) gives weight to its 
omission of eirC here. Notice also c. i f-mdvaavTes, firavairaXai- 
cravTes, c. ii Ovaavres, avairaKaia-avTes. 

c. ii lipaTiKrjs a Rg E,^ 0^ P^ y ^ V^ Mon Rj joh phot bals 
l,pa, O, P3 P, F, O, P3 Pio C V, Pi3 e zon. 

Here teparuTjs is undoubtedly right, especially as Pj here 
agrees with a. The reading of Pg lepas is however supported 
by all the Latin versions sacro, with one important exception, 
cod. monac. 6243 {^^^ older Isidorian) ab omni altaris mitii- 
sterio. There is an obvious pragmatic reason for the correc- 
tion into i€paj which will account also for its appearance in 
the later MSS, Og Pjg e, and avowedly indeed in Pitra's 
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text ; that is, the apparent assigning of a priestly function 
to deacons. 

But the words mean no more than that these deacons are to 
take no part in ilie UpariKri XuTovpyia of the Holy Eucharist, 
cf. the Freising MS altaris ministerio. Hence also the omis- 
sion of TTJs (in 8 etc.) is clearly wrong, it is not that the 
deacons are not to perform any priestly services, but not to 
take part in tHe priestly service. At the same time in the 
Canons lepariKos seems to have had a wide extension of 
meaning : in the Apost. Canons it is apparently coextensive 
with the whole K\ripos, including the minor orders ; cf c. Ixii 
(and 1) ei tis eTrtcrKOTros ?) TrpeajSiiTepos rj biaKOvos rj oXms tov 
KaraXoyov tov teporuoC . . . el be XaiKos flrj with c. Ixix ei rts 
iirCaKOTTOS tj Trpeo'lSvTepos rj biaKovos tj oAcos tov KUTaXoyov t&v 
KXrjpiK&v . . . el be AatKo'j : but in the Canons of Laodicea 
lepaTLKos is confined to the higher orders (still, we notice, 
applied to deacons) and distinct from KX-qpiKos ; cf. c. xxiv ov 
bel lepaTLKoiis citto TrpecrjSvTepuiv ecoy biaKovmv koI e^^s t^s eKKXrj- 
crtaoTiK^s TCL^euis eios xmripeT&v k. t. X. and c. xxvii lepaTiKoiis rj 
K.Xripi,K0V9 rj XatKoiis KuXovptevovs. Cf. also Can. Apost. viii, xiv, 
xvi, xviij Laod. iii, iv, xix, xxx etc., Ant. iii. 

c. ii TovTois crvvel.boi.ev. Here we have obviously not the 
right reading : tovtois would seem to be right as with most 
MSS of a we have y 8 and most of the later authorities, but 
some MSS of a agree with P in tovtovs : crvveiboiev which is 
very strongly supported may be for either rruviboiev the read- 
ing of P, which agrees with tovtovs, or for aweibetev for which 
we have Zonaras, and the Latin cotiscii sini (isid. dion.). 

c. iii Trepiay^^iadevTas. The difficulty of this reading is prob- 
ably sufficient to account for its emendation into iTepicrx_edevTas 
the reading of 8 and John of Antioch, and which as a likely 
correction occurs in Oj, and also later MSS Pg of |3, O^ of y and 
L Oj Rg f. Further nepiay^ufdevTas is not so entirely without 
parallels as to force us to conclude it to be an error. Zonaras 
understands tovs xi.TS>vas, and so it is not uncommon ; 
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Stephanus gives e. g. ia-Brjra irepLcrxta-M out of Plutarch, ei rty 
TO ifxdria 'nepiia-)(j.a€v out of Lueian. But we have as well a 
striking instance of its use absolutely, in Epictetus Dissert. 
i. 35 : T!f.f\.(r)(i(Tov amov. ri \eyeis avTov ; ro lfx6.TLOV \afie, 
■nepicrxLcrov. Cf. Schweighauser's note. The Latin translators 
give no help, they were apparently quite unable to understand 
the Greek : cf. their renderings : perseverante violentia ad id 
usque perducti sunt ut manus eorum adprehensas et violenter 
adtractas super sacrificia imponerent isid., tentos adque in mani- 
hus ferro violenter mittentes prisca, eo usque adstricti sunt ut 
manus eorum comprehendentes violenter adtraherent et funestis 
sacrificiis admoverent dionys. 

c. iii efj.l3akX.6vTU)v, k\x^aX6vTu>v. Here as elsewhere the very 
common variation between the present and aorist causes con- 
fusion among the groups. Cf. the variants KOivcoveircoaav in 
cc. V, viii, ix, eTrayyeiAo/nei'ot in c. xix, and aTTo^aXiadaL in c. 
xviii. We notice however that a is uniformly on the side of 
the present 8 of the aorist (except KOLvonvriTcocrav in cc. v, viii). 
a-no^akicrdai has very little support ; and the frequent reading 
i-nayyiK6p.€voi points to the present being original. Again, 
if KOi.vaive.tT(i>aav best represents the continued state of Koivcuvia, 
the aorist may equally well denote the entry upon that state 
of KOLVMvia. The dropping out of aa may also explain the 
very frequent reading KOivoivriTaia-av. On Tipoaayea-6aL, irpoAye- 
adai, lower down, cf. p. 181, n.^ 

c. vii. The variety of readings here serves to show the 
superiority of a's text, and it is a good canon for testing the 
character of the Latin versions. The readings are : — 
jXiTo, T7JS T!poa<^opas fKaa-Tov TU)V (Tna-KOTicav SoKtjudcroi a 
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eKuarov ixiTo, ttjs Trpoacfiopas rStv iTncrKoiroov boKi.iJ,acrai Pj3 zoui 3 
5, „ ,, „ ecrrt 8oKifx. e 

,, „ „ „ eoTt 70 8o/ci/;i. f bals 

/xeratT^eir r% TTpoacjiopas eKaaTov tov eiriaKOTTOv boKijxacrai Fj* 
Tr boKifida-ai, et e^erdcrai, O^ 

Latia : Placuit eos iiennio subiacere et sic suscipi quia opoi'tet 
pod oMationem unv,mqiiemque episcopum eos proiare et uitam 
singulorum agnoscere [cognoscere vat. reg. 1997] (prisca). ita 
tamen utrum (^ut utrum) cum ohlatione redpiendi sint an ad 
solam communionem admitti deheant unusquisque episcoporum 
examinent uitae eorum praeteritae et praesentis hahita considera- 
tione (isid). unusquisque episcoporum probet uita wniuscuiusque 
hahita consideratione (old form of isid). utrum uero cum ohla- 
tione singuli episcoporum prohantes uitam eorum et singulos actus 
examinent (dionys). 

On c. X hiaKovoi k.t.X, cf. p. 180. 

Questions of interpretation have drawn attention to the 
various readings in c. xiii, which will merit a closer examina- 
tion. In the Greek we have — 

jTTpia-^VTepovs iroXews a P V^ Mon Rg e f joh I zon I bals 134 
TTpfa-^vTfpoLS „ Rs 1^3 8 {exc Pjj) joh (exa i) cwmjoh 8 
Ttpia^vrepov „ C Pjg zon 2 3 bals-eom matt 

bid '7Tpf<TPvTep<i>V „ Pji 

eTTia-KOTTOis „ R2 0iP9 07phot (cf. note^, p. 150) 

eerepq a p V4 Mon Pjj Rg e f phot zon bals 
(f/caoTTj Y 8 joh latt 

Cf. also x&)peTrto"KOTrotJs R*g P^ L f joh 338 bals 2 -iros O5 O,* 
-TTov Pj3 bals-com matt 
Latin Versions — 

Early Isidorian : cod. monac. 6343, ^- ^iii (Freising MS) 
Vicariis episcoporum quod greci ^ corepiscopos dicmit non licere 
presbyteros uel diaconos ordenare: sed nee '^ preshyterum ciuitatis 
sine episcopi praeceptum amplius aliquid iuheret uel sine auctori- 
tatem litterarum eius in unaquaque parrocJiia aliquid agere. 
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Isidorian : cod. paris. 3848 A, s. viii, ix (Quesnel's MS) 
^ ^ Ticarios episcoporwm quos greci corepiscopos ^ dicunt non 
* licere preshjteros uel diacones ordinare : sed neo ° presbi/teris 
ciiiitatis sine episcopi praecepto " amplius aliquid imperare uel 
sine ^ aucforitale litteraruw eiiis in unaquaque parrocia ^ aliquid 
agere. 

' Tit. in codd. parie. 3848 a, 3842 A Vicariis \os 3842 a] episcoporum non 
licet ordinationes facere ' Vicariis oriel. 42" aed. flor. 82" paris. 3858 c 

^ uocant veron. 60 * licet oriel. 42 licent eis uel veron. 60 ° preshi/- 

teris paris. 3848 a cum oriel. 42 (b. xii) paris. 3836 (3. viii) 4279 (^- i^) barber, 
xiv. 52 (s. ix, x) aed. flor. 82 (s. x) paris. 1455 (s. x) 3858 (a. xiii) veron. 60 
(s. vii) sangerra. 936 (s. vi, vii) paris. 1451 (s. ix) veron. 59 (s. vii) flor. laur. 
1554 (s. x-xii) presiyteros paris. 1454 (s. ix, x) 3842 A (s. ix, x) * ali- 

quid amplitis veron. 60 oriel. 42 ^ litteris eius laur. 1554 ^ agere 

aliquid veron. 59 agere quicquam paris. 1451 aliq. agere in un. par. laur. 
I654- 

The Prisca: cod. bod. mus. 103, s. v, vi (Justel's MS) 

Ft non sine episc. liceat quemquam ordinare ah his qui 

dicuntur corepiiscopi. 

^ Corepiscopp. non licere ''■ praesh. aut diac. ordinare, sed neque 

^ praesh. eiuitatis sine iussimie episcopis sed cum * eisdem litteris 

ejmdi ad singulas piarrocias. 

cod. vat. reg. .1997 (Chieti MS) s. viii ' carepiscoforu,m - jyren- 

biterum aut diaconem '' preshiterorum • om. eisdem. 

Dionysiiis Exiguus : first edit., cod. vat. pal. 577, s. viii, ix. 

Corepiscopo non licere presh. aut diaconos ordinare : sed nee 
praeshiteros eiuitatis sine episcopi praece]^to vel litteris aliquid 
agere in imaquaque paraecia. 

second and Dionysio- Hadrian edition. 

Chorepiscopis non licere preshjteros aut diaconos ordinare: 
sed nee piresbyteris eiuitatis sine praecepto episcopi uel litteris in 
unaquaque parrochia (paroeccia). 

So, of the MSS of the and edition, codd. bod. mus. 103 (s. x, 
with a c/iorep.), paris. 3837 (s. ix) ; paris. 1536 (s. x) reads pres- 
biteri; 3845 (s. h.) prU ; 3848 (s. xiii)^;^^?-. In the Dionys- 
Hadr. MSS, with the text are codd. paris. 8921*, 11710 (s.viii), 
monac. 6244*, 14423, 14517, 6242* paris. 3840, 3843, vallie. 
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A. 5 (of s. ix), vat. reg. 1043, monac. 14008, and bod. misc. 431* 
(of s. x) ; monae. 5358 (s. x) reads preshyterls . . . aliqmd agere ; 
paris. 8921 (s. viii), 11711 (s. ix), both second hand, presbyteris 
(o« 8921*) . . . aliquid imperare etc.; monac. 14517, 6243, vat. 
reg. 1043 add second hand aliquid agere, or (monac. 6242) 
imperare etc. Codd. paiis. 8921* (s.viii), brit. mus. arund. 393 
monae. 6355 (s. ix), 3860, bod. misc. 421* (of s. x), monac. 
18217, 6241, 385a (of s. xi) read presbyteros ciuitafds: monac. 
6244, second hand, and 14407 (s. x), first hand, read pres- 
lyteros . . . aliquid agere ; monac. 3860 a (s. x) and 5525 (s. xii) 
preslyteros . . . amplius aliquid imperare etc. 

The Bobbian Dionysius, cod. ambros. s. ^^ (s. ix) reads 
presbytero . . . aliquid agere with aut amplius imperare licehit in 
the margin. 

The Concordia of Cresconius agrees with the Dionysio- 
Hadrian version in 3 MSS examined, with these variations: 
cod. vat. pal. 579 P'>'esby teres, monac. 6288 presbytero, bod. 
misc. 436 presbyteris. 

Now if we argued from the Greek MSS alone, from their 
numbers and authority, we should without hesitation accept 
the text of a : yaipeTna-KO'aoii y.r] e^eivat irpea-^VTfpovs t) biaKovovs 
\(ipOTOve1v, akXa p,r]v p.r]he irpiafivrepovs TroAeo)?, xoopis rod 
kTurpa-nrjvai vtto tov iTnaKonov /xera ypajip.6,TU)V ev krepq. irapoLKLq. 
But it has been of late assumed (e.g. by Lightfoot^ and 
others) as beyond question that the true reading is . . . irpea-- 
pvrepois TToXeois . . . ev eKaaTrj ■napoiKtq (the text of 8); apparently 
on the ground of (i) the support of the Latin, and of (2) the 
presumption that the countenance thus given to presbyterian 
ordination caused the corruption of the text, and perhaps, we 
may venture to add, through ignorance of the actual state of 
MS authority. 

Against this assumption we may argue that (i) the evidence 
of the Latin versions is over-estimated. For (a) from the 
remarks made above the Latin versions are not helpful for 

' Dissert, on the Chr. Ministry in his Philippians, p. 332. 
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our purpose ; as translations they are very inferior ^, and it 
is but seldom that the Latin clearly shows of which of two 
variants it is the translation. {V) Such is the case with the 
present passage : the evidence of the Latin as to the original 
is altogether indecisive. The Pi-isca is no help ; the Isidorian 
translator paraphrases the canon, so whether he renders jpres- 
lyteris or presbyteros shows us nothing. When we come to 
Dionysius the MS evidence does seem to point to preshyteru 
being his reading ; but there is much confusion, and in face 
of the many MSS which disagree, it is impossible to speak 
with certainty. In any case, the great confusion in the Latin 
versions, which is so very easy to account for without the 
necessity of a ' tendency,' practically nullifies their evidence 
on this point, (c) If the Latin did point to TrpecrjSvTfpois, it 
need not represent more than one or two archetypes. We 
know that Greek MSS of the Canons were not very common 
in the West; even a Pope (Zosimus) in 418 had not an 
accurate copy of the Nicene canons ; and it is not necessary 
to suppose that the translators had an infallible copy before 
them. 

(a) The second argument based on the anti-presbyterian 
tendency of the scribes is not borne out by any reference, 
allusion, or appeal. The fact of presbyterian ordination itself 
in early times is hypothetical ; the few instances alleged by 
Dr. Hatch ^ have been answered by Mr. Gore ^ ; while soon 
after the time of Ancyra, as soon as evidence begins to in- 
crease, we find episcopal ordination the absolute rule. And 
yet this presbyterian canon remains in the canon law of the 
Church, and it is never alluded to or quoted by any opponents 
of the Church's order, any anti-episcopal reformer, such as 
Aerius, or any supporter of a supposed ancient church order. 
Further, the ' tendency ' has not been universal ; the obnoxious 



' It is quite conceivable that they might have translated irp^afivTipovs pres- 
yteris, thinking that it depended on i^fivai. 
' Bampton Lectnrcs, leot. iv. 
'' Christian Ministry, app. note E. 
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reading has remained in some Greek MSS and in many 
Latin MSS ; its inconsistency with the unquestioned law and 
order in the West was neither perceived nor felt. 

(3) On the other hand we have the direct authority of the 
Greek MSS. Here we have an unanimous agreement of a and 
P supported by later authorities. In favour of Trpea-jSvT^pois 
we have only 8 and two MSS of y, R5F3; of these Fg is 
probably a copy of R5, while the 8 MSS (P^ here reading 6id 
TTpearlSvTepodv) may easily be reduced to one archetype. The 
value of 8's evidence has been examined at length, while y, 
the family to which Rj F3 belong, has absolutely no claim to 
represent the original. In this canon its tendency to varia- 
tion comes fully into play, cf. x&'pe'^ta'KOTrovs (R5*) -os (Oj) 
fXT^re (R2). Further, it is this very group and this group alone 
which with Photius admits the undoubted emendation eTrto-Ko- 
TTOty. If TTpecr^vTepois were the original, it is hard to believe 
that one emendation in particular, ■upea^vripovs, should have 
prevailed with such unanimity. On the other hand, irpeo-- 
^vrepovs being original, we have the variations we should 
expect, T:p«Tj3vT(pois, (ttl<tk6-kols, 6ta irpecr^vTepcov in y and 8, 
and later Tipf<TJ3vTepov. However, both y and 8 agree unani- 
mously with the Latin and other authorities in eKiioTT), which 
may be the right reading. 

(4) The variants can be more easily derived from a than 
vice versa. E. g. enda-Trj gives as good sense with Trpea^vrepovs 
as erf pa, hence it is hard to see why a change from an original 
•npea-fivTipois to -npicr^vTipovs should have caused a change 
from the accompanying kKaa-Tr) to erepa. On the other hand, 
■npecr^vTepois with eKaaT-rj is better than erepa, hence a change 
from an original irpea-jivTepovs into Trpecr/3i;repots might easily 
change the original irepa into eKdarrj. 

Again, we have an easy explanation of the readings of 
y and 8. The scribes of the archetypes of these groups made 
the very easy mistake of writing Ttpea-jSvTepois for Trpea-^vTipovi. 
This made emendation necessary, hence some y MSS substi- 
tute emcTKOTiois ; one 8 MS gives hia TTpeo-fivrepoyv. Other late 
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scribes and Zonaras, who had seen these variations now estab- 
lished, to make it clear write ■npicr^irtpov. 

(5) If np€(Tl3vT€poLs be right and aWa ixriv jurjSe translated, as 
is right and as Dr. Lightfoot insists, ' nor even,' then it is 
implied that city presbyters ranked higher than chorepiscopi, 
which is most improbable. Chorepiscopi attended councils, 
had the x«'po5«J'^aj' eTTLo-Koircov and at least claimed to ordain 
presbyters (Can. Antioch x) ; cf. also Can. Nic. viii roirov i) 

XOipfTTKTKOITOV TJ TtpiCT^VTipOV. 

(6) The text of a gives a very good sense, both with the 
correct translation of aXKa p.r]v /xrjBe, and without limiting 
the first TTpea-^vTepovs to 7rpea-/3. x'^P<^^ (^^ by Routh, against 
which Lightfoot protests). There are constant conciliar pro- 
hibitions of bishops ordaining in other dioceses : how likely 
it is that country bishops should have been guilty of the same 
presumption, especially when the boundary line of two Ttapoi- 
Kiai ran through obscure country districts [x&P°-') ^^ ^ distance 
from the iroAets ! The fathers of Ancyra intend to forbid 
such ordinations by country bishops kv ere pa ■napoiK.ia. This 
raises another debated question — might country bishops ordain 
town presbyters within the limits of their own, irapoiKia, 
i. e. the -napoiKia of the bishop of the -nokis to which their 
country districts {y&paC) were attached ? Canon xiii, then, 
prohibits this also by the way : ' Chorepiscopi may not ordain 
(any) presbyters or deacons (of town or country) — but not 
even town presbyters (in their own parish) without the per- 
mission of their (town) bishop in writing — in another parish : 
aXka p.r\v . . . ypa/xjudrcoi' being an afterthought. Perhaps how- 
ever yuipls . ■ . ypa\xp.aT(i)v applies to both cases, ordination in the 
kripa irapoiKCq, and ordination of town presbyters in their own 
parish : if so then roC eincrKoirov will include both the bishop 
of the neighbouring •napoiKia and their own town bishop. 
(Kaarri, however, has very strong support ; y and 8 are unani- 
mous and there is no trace of iripq in any Latin version ; it 
may be right. Then if we adopt our former translation iv 
e/cdoT7) vap. will belong to the parenthesis, and the fathers 



The Text of the Canons of Ancyra, 193 

having entered upon a new subject have forgotten to complete 
their original prohibition with an Iv hepq Trap. ; or if x^P's 
. . . ypaiJ.iJ.6.T(iiv belongs to both clauses ev eKtJoTjj Trap, will also 
do so without any difficulty. 

c. xiv el be juijj jSovkowro a (P^* PgOgOg P^ Fa'V's) R3 1*6^1* 
V/ V^ L Og Re f job 4 bals matt 

ei be ^oikoivTO Rj Pj * P (P3 R^ O, P * Og P, Pjo V2*) 

Pi3 Pj4 zon 
el be /SSeXvo-trowro VjOg C y 8 Mon joh 123568 phot 

The Latin versions support el be jSbeXva-croivTo, viz. Isid. 
quod si tantum (in tani,) eas abominabiles iudicawerint (puta- 
uerint) ; Dionys. quod si in tantum eas ahominantur. The Prisca 
is too abbreviated to give any help, of. the Chieti MS : placuit 
ut tangerent et si sio nan obaudient canonem, placuit cessare. In 
only one MS (cod. veron. 6^ ' epitome hadr.') out of over 50 
has any trace been found of another reading : quod si noluerint 
et in tantum eas ahhominabiles iudicauerint. 

Here as in c. xiii, but much more decisively, we have y and 
8 against o and P, and at first sight the reading seems the 
right one and it receives wide support, the Latin, John of 
Antioch, Photius, and some MSS in a and p. 

On the other hand (i) pbekuaa-oivro is much the easiest 
reading : it is the word generally used in this connection, 
cf. Can. Apost. lii. Gang, pref., i, ix, xiv, xx ; and familiar to 
the scribes from its use in the N. T. : cf. Rom. ii. aa, Apoc. 
xxi. 8, fibeXvyixa in S. Matt. xxiv. 15 (et parall.), Apoc. xvii. 
4, 5, xxi. 27, fibeXvKTos in Tit. i. 16. (a) The orthography 
varies very much, ^beKvcroivTo, j3bekv(r(ToivTO, j3be\kv(T(TOiVTo. 
(3) Against ^beXva-aoivTo we have a and P, while the general 
decision against y and 8 weakens their authority here. (4) If 
^ovkoivTo was the original reading we can understand the 
confusion with el ^ovKoivto, el be [ft?)] povkoivro, [ei] p.r] 
■inreiKoiev, but with an original /SSeAvtrcrowro the ground of 
confusion is to a great extent removed. 

Between el be ^ovkoivro and el be jxri fiovk. it is hard to 
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decide. However, (i) as in c. xxv R^ P^ agree with 3 : (a) P, 
Y, 8 agree in the absence of jutj : (3) d 8e ySouA.. is much the 
hardest reading ; we must supply o{/t(os Kpareiv eavr&v (or 
at!€)(€(T6ai with Zonaras), the ovrcos being explained by wj 
jur)8e K.T.X.: (4) while ju.?; is a very obvious correction, and so 
is inserted in Vg Fj by a second hand. Hence the reading 
of p seems preferable. 

The vaiiations in c. xv r5 KvpiaKw, TTfTTpayixevoov, c. xxi 
TovTto a-vvrCdfTai, the addition of TiX.r]p&aai — have been already 
alluded to (pp. 179, 180). 

As a concluding test of the accuracy of the MSS it would 
be well to refer to e. xxv. Here a and |3 agree in eTri0op^o-ai 
or evKpopicrai, one of which is most probably original, and, as 
in c. xiv, the two oldest MSS of a Rj Pj agree with P which 
is a presumption in favour of P's reading eTTLfpopfaai. In y we 
have efj.(popT}(TaL, an obvious emendation, but with y's usual 
correction and inaccuracy — in O^ ep. and jj are corrections, 
O7* reads eincpoprja-ai, in P3 the p. has dropped out. The best 
MSS of 8 agree with a, eiTLCpoprja-ai., but M^ M3 and joh 4 8 
have adopted eTTK^opn'o-ai (a scholion in Mj). Lastly, among 
the late MSS we have a new variant, eTrtc^xopao-ai in f. 
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Appendix I. 

THE SYRIAC VEESION. 

In the Text and Essay account has been taken of the Latin 
version alone, but since writing the above I have been enabled to 
give some contributions from other versions also. We have in 
Pitra's Andlecta Sjpidlegio Sohsmensi, vol. iv, a Syriac version from 
a MS in the Paris Library, cod. 62, saec. viii, and the Latin 
translation (P) is given below. This we can supplement by a 
translation (M) of a MS of the same version in the British Museum, 
cod. add. 14,529, which has been very kindly translated for the 
essay by Professor Margoliouth : the date of this MS is given as saec. 
vii or viii, but the version must have been made at a time when the 
office of chorepiscopus had become unfamiliar ; cf. the title of c. xiii. 
An inspection of almost any canon will show that M follows the 
Greek more closely and is much more literal than P, a result which 
cannot be wholly due to the greater literalness of the Latin trans- 
lation (cf. notes on cc. ii, iii, xiii, xiv, xv). Both versions are liable 
to errors of translation ; besides a few enumerated below we find, in 
P — c. iii Powvrds re k.t.X. translated eo quod , . . clamitarent, xv 
anoKa^uv emptoribus restituere, xxiv eVi dvevpiaei (papiiaKdwv ut obiecfa 
deperdita reperiant, in c. xiv the first el /SovXoiwo is omitted, while 
the translator seems to have misread or corrected the conclusion of 
c. vii, reading tote for t6 8c: in M we have — c. iii to. vnipxovTa 
and Tj TTpoXa^ovaa omitted, v irpo iravTav 8e 6 /Si'os translated omnium 
conversatio. Both versions again show an epexegetical or explanatory 
tendency: in P, cf. c. x ovras piveiv, iiriTpanrjvai, xi avTav made to 
mean raptores, in xiii the addition of licet celehrare, in xxii of 
integram vitam. But especially is this the case with M, cf. 
particularly the explanation of roO aprov fj TroTrjpiov avarfiepeiv in c. ii, 
c. iii ^prnpd Ti . . Se^anevnvs = aliquid cibi . . attulere ori eorum, 
c. viii to explain /iETo ttjs irpocrcpopas simulac recipiantur is added, in 
c. X KardaTaa-is and fiera ravra are fully explained, and Karabi^afiivovs 
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modified by eo quod tacuerint, cf. also primum, . . postea in c. xiv, 
mensuram xx annorum = fjkiKlav ravTrjv in c. xvi. 

With regard to the text they generally follow a, with the 
important exceptions of c. xiii cKaarji, xiv pSeXvcra-oivro, and some 
agreements with y. Besides these they read crwlSoiev in c. ii, 
and we notice the following renderings or mistakes : in c. xviii 
Kadfo-ToiTas is made transitive, while in xvii ^eirpaa-avTas is intransi- 
tive ; fvda in xviii is also translated wrongly, ut or quotes ; c. xxi 
Kol Tovra (TvvTiBivTai = quibus adhaeret 2>^aesens synodus or et cum, 
hoc termino consentimus, in the same canon roiis topuTiilvovs is qualified 
wrongly by modo, supra. We notice also that oj x^i/ia^oiievoi (c. 
xvii) are those qui 2>robantur, qui tentantur a daemoniis. 

There are no traces of any of P's special readings (p. 164) : Upas, 
<r0o8poT«p(M, om Tts (c. vi), a^twam (except perhaps in faciat hoc, 

M), e( 8e /3ou\oi»ro, Soku, -j^pSvaiv. 

The version has indeed a close connection with y (cf. p. 167). It 
definitely agrees in making cc. iv, v into one canon, in c. xiii 

iKaarri, xiv el he pSe\icriTOiVTo, XV Tffl Kvpiaxa, xxi add TrKrfpSxrai, XXV 
eav TTpo(Te<^6aprj ; c. X qui ordinandi sunt, qui futuri sunt may point 
to KaBiardpevoi, ; P seems to have found x*"/"'* in c. vi, absque 
tormentis. But these readings are of the nature of corrections 
and would agree with the epexegetical character of the version ; 
and, on the other hand, we have clearly aprov fj no-njpiov in c. ii, 
SiepapTvpavTo in X, ^ is not omitted in iii, and in xiii npea-^vrepovs 
TToXear seems to have been the reading translated (cf. the note on 
the canon : Mr. Turner of Magdalen College suggests it as possible 
that the original ran riXXa pirjv fitjSi iroKeas omitting irpeo-^vTepovs 
altogether, and that this was the reading translated by M). 

With 8 (cf. p. 169) the Syriac agrees in the variations mentioned 
above in cc. xiii, xiv, also in xxi add nXtjpSxrai, and in iv the Syriac 
represents Sa-ot pev ovv ; further M has a few more similarities — c. iii 
recta et pulcra may point to fj avpnpaTToi, xix qui professi sunt to the 
aorist, and xii decere may be a translation of beXv. But these are 
all, and the remaining variations of 8 of which we can speak with 
certainty are clearly rejected, viz. c. i om n, iii irepurxeBevTas (at 
least M gives et scissa sunt vestimenta), vi povri, vii ^ e'v tSttco, ix 

T^ aXX_J7, XV TTenpaypevav, xvi err) erepa, xxi irpmros, XXV 17 he dhe\(j)fi y, 

while P omits !j avpTrpdrToi in c. iii, and has eTrayyeWopevoi in xix, 

and both seem to read irpea-^vTepovs in c. xiii (but see above for M). 

To sum up, the Syriac practically is a version of a : its evidence 

as to the readings in cc. xiii, xiv of course is important, but on the 
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whole its tendency to agree with y will only show that if 8 
represents a western recension of the canons, y represents the 
emendations current in Antioch and the East. 



Text. 



Paeis. cod. 62 (P). 

Iterum canones xxiv qui An- 
cyrae in Galatia conditi fuerunt 
a synodo ihi adunata. Gamones 
isti Nicaenis canonihus priores 
sunt tempore. At propter auc- 
toritatem magnae sanctaeque sy- 
nodi Nicaenae prima loco de- 
scripti sunt Nicaeni canones. 

En nomina episcoporum qui 
in Ancyrae synodo adunati sunt : 
Vitalius Antiochiae, Marcellus 
Ancyrae, Agricolaus Gaesareae, 
Lupus Tarsi, Basilius Amasiae, 
Philadelphus ^ lleliopoleos, ''Eu- 
stathius Nicomediae, Heraclius 
Zoloni, Petrus Iconii, Nwne- 
chius Laodlceae, Sergianus An- 
tiochiae in Pisidia, ' Epiraorius 
Pergae, Narcissus Neroniadis *. 

Isti porro episcopi, cum con- 
gregati fuissent, infra descriptos 
canones definierunt et sanxenmt. 



Beit. Mus. cod. add. 14,529 (M). 
Synodi Ancyranae canones 
xxiv. Hi canones priores sunt 
iis qui positi sunt Nicaeae. 



De sacerdotibus qui sacrifi- 
carunt. 

De sacerdotibus illis qui, 
postquam sacrificaverunt, con- 
versi denuo agonem non quidem 



De preshyteris qui sacrifica- 
verunt. 

Sacerdotes ii qui sacrificave- 
runt, et rursus conversi dolue- 
runt, non ab arte aliqua sed veri- 



' Lat. luUopoUtanm. ' Lat. Ihstolus. ' Lat. Epidavrus. 

' Lat. (codd. Paris. 8921, 11710, 11711) add. Leoniius Neroniadenais, 
LongiTi/us Dicasionensis, AmjpMon Alfius, Selaus Germanus. 
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astutia quadam sed veritate 
impulsi inierunt, quique id antea 
uon praeordinaverunt, ut cru- 
ciati crederentur, licet ficte 
tantum et apparenter tormentis 
obiicerentur : de his placuit 
synodo, ut quidem gradus honore 
dignarentur, non autem ut offer- 
rent, homilias haberent, aut 
sacerdotis quovis munere un- 
f(uain fungerentur. 



tate, neque cum prius compo- 
suerint dolum et finxerint et per- 
suaseriat, ut putarentur accipere 
tormenta, cum baec tormenta 
opinione tantum et figura affer- 
rentur neque veritate : his visum 
est honor sedis suae ut esset iis ; 
ut offerrent vero oblationem aut 
interpretarentur aut ullo modo 
implerent ministerium sacerdo- 
tii 



II. 



De diaconis qui sacrijicarunt. 

Diaconis qui, cum simili modo 
sacrificaverint, postea conversi 
agonem subierunt, alius honor 
concedatur ; verum ab oumi 
sacerdotali ministerio abstineant 
necesse est ; nee deferre panem 
aut calicem ad altare nee prae- 
dicare valent. ^ Quod si qui- 
busdam episcopis propter illorum 
laborem humilitatem et man- 
suetudinem aliquid amplius illis 
dare aut aliquid demere utile 
visum fuerit, plena illis potestas 
conceditur. 



De diaconis qui sacrijicave- 
runt. 

Diaconi rursus qui sacrifica- 
verunt et postea conversi dolue- 
runt, honor quidem alius est iis ; 
sunt vero soluti ab omni minis- 
terio sacerdotii, ab infeiendo 
altari pane vel poculo et a 
dando corpore et sanguine et 
praedicanda oratione. Quod si 
homines de episcopis '' viderint 
in iis opera conversationum vel 
mansuetudinis vel suavitatis, et 
volant aliquid mains dare vel 
adimere, sit Ucitum iis. 



ni. 



De illis qui dum aufugerent 
capti, oh molentiam quam 2>assi 
sunt facti sunt ethnici. 

Illos qui dum aufugerent 
capti aut a familiaribus traditi 



De iis qui fugientes capti sunt 
et per vim accidit iis aliquid 
paganismi. 

li qui fugientes capti sunt 
aut a familiaribus suis traditi 



' Haeo verba acouratius reddit D.S.M. Quod si homines de episcopis 
mrlebuni (amiSouv) iis (i. e. apud eos) laborem aliquem vel humilitatem 
mnnsuetudinis et volent etc. 
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sunt, aut alio quovis modo bonis 
possessionibusque privati, tor- 
mentis tentati, aut in carcerem 
coniecti sunt, eo quod se christi- 
anos esse clamitarent ; quique 
violenter tractati ab illis qui 
eos deducebant, aliquid ethnicam 
religionem redolens in propriis 
manibus deferre aut escam reci- 
pere violentia coacti sunt, licet 
se cbristianos esse confiterentur, 
tristitiamque ex iis quae acci- 
derunt conceptam perpetuo os- 
tenderunt turn demisso aspeotu 
sue, turn humili veste atque 
ratione agendi : tales immunes 
a peccato existere certum est ; 
unde a communione arcendi non 
sunt. '■ Quod si •'a quibusdam 
repulsi sunt, sive ob nimiam 
cautelam, ^sive ob ignorantiam, 
extemplo recipiantur oportet. 
Ita etiam decretum est de iis 
qui ad clerum et de iis qui ad 
statum laicalem pertinent. At 
ampliori disquisitione facta de 
laicis qui talibus in angustiia 
versati sunt, an ad ordines pro- 
moveri possint, placuit hos, ut- 
pote qui nihil peccaverint, ordi- 
nari posse, dummodo anteactae 
• vitae mores reperti fuerint ho- 
nesti. 



sunt aut alias sublata sunt ab 
iis, toleraverunt autem tormenta 
et ceciderunt in carcerem, cla- 
mantes se esse christianos, et 
* scissa sunt vestimenta eorum 
et violenter res paganismi in 
manus eorum hi qui cogebant 
eos iniecerunt, et aliquid cibi 
per vim attulere ori eorum, cou- 
fitentibus per omnia se esse 
christianos, et dolorem super 
his quae acoiderunt sibi omni 
tempore ostendentibus omni 
praeparatione et humilitate et 
vita demissa : hi, tamquam 
homines qui non peccaverunt, 
ne prohibeantur omnino a com- 
munione. Quod si prohibiti 
sunt ab hominibus propter ac- 
curationem maiorem aut propter 
ignorantiam, continuo recipi- 
antur, sive de clero -sunt, sive 
de ordine laicorum. Quaere- 
batur vero et tentabatur etiam 
hoc, utrum possint laid illi qui 
in banc necessitatem inciderint 
fieri clerici ; et convenit etiam 
hos, tamquam homines qui nihil 
in hoc peccaverint, si inveni- 
atur conversatio eorum recta et 
pulcra, admitti ad impositionem 
manus quae in sacerdotio fit. 



6 IV. 



Be iis qui oh diversas causas 
in quamdam idololatriam impe- 
gerunt. 



De iis qui per causas varias 
aliquid paganismi egerunt. 



' Quod si etiam, aecuratius D.S.M. ' Gr. vir6 nvos. 

^ aut etiam quorundam ignorantia aecuratius D.S.M. 

* =Trepi.a-)(La9hTas. ' co. iv, v=c. iv cum y. 
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Inter illos qui vim passi 
sacrificarunt aut in templis ido- 
lorum manducarunt, ' omnes illi 
qui, dum incederent, festivo 
apparatu aut pretiosioribus ves- 
tibus usi sunt, quique cenae in- 
differenter participes facti sunt, 
placuit synodo, ut anno integro 
inter auditores remaneant, iii 
annis genua flectant cum paeni- 
tentibus, ii annis orationibus 
tantum participent, et ita demum 
ad id quod perfectum est ad- 
mittantur. 



De iis qui per vim sacrifica- 
verunt, et cum his etiam ede- 
runt aede idolorum : eos quidem 
qui, cum ducerentur illuc, sche- 
mate laeto ascenderunt et ves- 
timentis ornamenti usi sunt et 
communicaverunt facile in cibo 
qui paratus erat, convenit annum 
unum esse infra auditores, et 
iii annos paenitentes, et ii annos 
communicare in oratione com- 
municantium non admissos, et 
tunc venire ad illam quae per- 
fecta est. 



(V). 
Omnes autem illi qui lugubri 
veste accesserunt, quique, recli- 
nati ut manduoarent, per inte- 
grum cenae tempus lacrimantes 
visi sunt, cum iii paenitentiae 
annos degerint, ad omnia reci^ 
piantur praeterquam ad oblatio- 
nem. Quod si non comederint, 
cum ii annis paenitentiae vaoa- 
verint, tertio anno orationi 
participent, non autem oblationi, 
ita ut quarto anno id quod 
perfectum est accipiant. Epis- 
copis autem, cum conversionis 
modum scrutati fuerint, amplio- 
rem liceat eis ostendere cari- 
tatem aut ampliorem imponere 
paenitentiam ; ante omnia autem 
attendatur priori posteriorique 
eorum conversationi, et ita illis, 
prout decuerit, ostendatur hu- 
manitas. 

' =Grr. oaoi fikv ovv (D.S.M.) cum S, 



Qui autem in vestimentis 
doloris et aegrimonia ascende- 
runt, et accubuerunt et ederunt 
dolentes et lacrimantes per omne 
tempus, cum impleverint iii 
annos in paenitentia, admitti 
sine oblatione. Quod si accu- 
buerunt tantum neque ederunt, 
ii annos esse in paenitentia et 
in tertio communicare orationi 
communicantium sine oblatione ; 
ad earn vero quae perfecta est 
admitti quarto anno. Liceat 
autem episcopis, scrutantibus 
genus paenitentiae, aut mise- 
ricordia uti aut tempus maius 
paenitentiae adicere ; omnium 
autem examinetur conversatio 
pristina et ea quae postea, et 
sic misericordia mensuretur iis. 
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qu% minis tantum 



Be 
ceaservMt. 

Si quidam minis tantum devicti 
et absque tormentis bonorum 
direptione aut exilio sacrifica- 
runt, neque usque ad hanc diem 
conversi paenitentiam egerunt, 
nunc autem coadunata synodo 
accedentes conversionis manifes- 
tarunt volitionem : illos placuit 
usque ad diem magnam inter 
auditores recipere, elapsa autem 
die magna, iii annos inter 
paenitentes consistere, iique 
alios annos orationi participare, 
quin oblationi intersint, atque 
ita ad id quod perfectum est 
annis vi elapsis admitti. Quod 
si quidam ante synodum ad 
paenitentiam admissi sunt, ab 
hoc tempore sexennii computari 
initium oportet. Si quis autem 
in periculum quoddam mortisque 
expectationem ex morbo aliave 
causa incidit, recipiatur iuxta 
deeretum necesse est. 



V (VI). 

De iis qui oh timorem tantum 
pagani facti sunt. 

De iis qui propter minas 
tantum tormentorum vel rapinae 
possessionum suarum Tel exilii 
a loco concesserunt et sacrifica- 
verunt, et adhuc non paenitentes 
facti sunt neque conversi sunt, 
sed hoc tempore synodi surrexe- 
runt et ostenderunt mentem 
paenitentiae : convenit usque ad 
diem magnam admitti eos infra 
auditores et postea esse iii annos 
in paenitentia, et post bos duos 
communicare orationi cum com- 
municantibus sine oblatione, et 
tunc veniant ad eam quae per- 
fecta est, ut impleant tempus vi 
annorum. Quod si sunt homines 
qui ante hanc synodum admissi 
sunt ad paenitentiam, tunc com- 
putetur iis tempus vi annorum. 
Quod si periculum aliquod aut 
opinio mortis a morbo aut ab 
alia causa acciderit, sub condi- 
cione admittantur. 



VI (VII). 

Be illis qui in diehus festis Be iis qui in locisa edis ido- 

ethnicorum cum ethnicis come- lorum vescuntur. 
derunt. 

Relate ad eos qui comedunt 
in locis ethnicis reservatis, dum 
ethnici festum celebrant, licet 
escas secum allatas manducave- 
rint, placuit synodo ut ii annis 
inter paenitentes exactis 'deinde, 

* ? hiTiav vwoncadyras dex^rjvai tot€, ei xp4i A"'"''^ '''V^ irpoafopds- tnaaTov 

K,T.\. 



De iis qui ederunt in festis 
paganismi in loco strato paganis, 
cum cibos suos secum latos 
ederint, convenit ii annos eos 
paenitentiam agere et recipi. 
TJtrum vero deceat etiam obla- 
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si opportunum visum fuerit, ad 
oblationem admittantur. Unus- 
quisque episcoporum disquiret 
et diiudicabit quomodo in unius- 
cuiusque casu sit agendum. 



tionem simulac recipiantur acci- 
pere permissum voluntati unius- 
cuiusque episcoporum ut, cum 
examinaverit conversationem 
eorum, ^faciat hoc. 



VII (VIII). 



Be illis qui ^;Zitri«s sacrifi- 
carunt. 

Qui bis vel ter sacrificaverint, 
violentia compulsi, iv annos 
agant inter paenitentes, iique 
iterum annis oration! intersint, 
non autem oblationi, septimoque 
anno demum plena recipiantur. 



qui saepius sacrifica- 



De i 
verunt. 

li qui bis terque coacti sacri- 
ficaverimt, iv annos sint in 
paenitentia, et ii annos commu- 
nicanto in oratione sine obla- 
tione, et anno septimo perfecte 
recipiantur. 



vm (IX). 



Be illis qui aliis sacrificandi 
causa exstiterunt. 

Omnes illi qui non solum 
errarunt sed qui in ceteros 
f'ratres insurgentes illis vim vel 
intulerunt vel ut illis inferretur 
causa exstiterunt, iii annos inter 
auditores remaneant, vi annos 
deinde inter paenitentes agant, 
perque alium annum ad oratio- 
nem admittantur, non autem ad 
oblationem, et ita demum, com- 
pleto decennio, ad id quod per- 
feotum est recipiantur ; in eo 
autem ipso tempore eorum reli- 
quam agendi rationem observare 
oportet. 



De iis qui etiam aliis causa 
erant ut sacrificarent. 

Ii qui non solum ipsi declin- 
averunt, sed etiam surrexerunt 
et coegerunt alios et fuerunt 
aliis causa ut abnegarent, hi iii 
annos in loco inferiore audito- 
ribus et vi annos alios in loco 
paenitentium et annum alium 
accipiant communionem orati- 
onis sine oblatione, et cum 
compleverint tempus x annorum 
communicanto ei quae perfecta 
est, examinata cum his etiam 
conversatione vitae eorum. 



? — d^iuiaat . 
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IX (X). 



Be diaconis qui matrimonii 
canvincuniur post suam ordina- 
tionem. 

Omnes diaconi, qui ordinandi 
sunt, si in ipso ordinationis 
momento interrogati dixerint se, 
quia sine uxore vivere non 
possunt, velle uxorem ducere, 
postquam matrimonium inierint, 
in officio permaneant, cum uxo- 
rem ducendi ab episcopo acce- 
perunt licentiam. Qui vero 
silentes Hta ordinem suscepe- 
runt, si deinceps matrimonium 
contrahant, ab officio deponan- 
tur. 



Be diaconis qui, acce])turi 
impodtionem manuum, antea 
testantur de matrimonio. 

Omnes ii qui futuri sunt dia- 
coni si eo tempore quo admit- 
tuntur ad impositionem manuum 
testati dixerunt oportere eos 
communicare, quia non possint 
ita perseverare : bi, etiam si 
postquam acceperint impositio- 
nem manuum communicant, ma- 
neant in ministerio, propterea 
quod ab episcopo ceperunt ve- 
niam ad boc. Quod si bomines 
tacuerint quo tempore accipie- 
bant impositiouem manuum, et 
receperint eo quod tacuerint, se 
sic perstaturos esse et postea 
venerint in matrimonium, sol- 
vantur ministerio. 



X (XI). 
De feminis quae postquam Be iis quae postquam de- 



desponsatae sunt ab aliis vio- 
latae fuerunt. 

Puellae quae postquam de- 
sponsatae fuerunt ab aliis sunt 
raptae, placuit ut reddantur iis 
qui prius eas desponsarunt, eti- 
amsi raptores illis vim intulerint. 



sponsae sunt corruptae sunt ab 
aliis. 

Virgines quae desponsae sunt 
et postea ab aliis raptae, con- 
venit sponsis suis pristinis reddi, 
etiamsi per vim quid acciderit 
iis. 



XI (XII). 



Be catechumenis et de auditori- 
bus qui sacrijicaverunt. 

Illi qui, cum ante baptismum 
sacrificaverunt, postea baptis- 



Be iis qui, cum essent audi- 
tores, sacrificaverunt. 

Eos qui ante baptismum suum 
sacrificaverunt et postea bap- 



= f{aTa5f^dfi€Voi ^hav ovtojs. 
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mum Busceperunt, placuit ut ad 
ordines recipiantur, quia pecca- 
tum abluerunt. 



tizati sunt, convenit ' decere 
venire ad ordinem cleri, prop- 
terea quod se purgaverint bap- 
tismo. 



Be chorepiscopis. 



XII (xni). 



Chorepiscopis sacerdotum 
diaconorumque ordinationem 
non licet peragere, nee civitatum 
^ presbyteris, absque licentia 
episeoporum per scriptum data, 
licet * celebrare in "quovis loco. 



Quod non deceat sine episcopo 
urbis fieri clericum ah iis quihus 
ruri secundum consueiudinem 
aiitiquam nomen episeopi est. 

Chorepisoopo non licet pres- 
byteros aut diaconos facere, 
neque ruri neque * in urbe sine 
venia episeopi, quae fit ^omni 
loco per literas. 



XIII 

De clericis qui came absti- 
nent. 

Qui in clero perstant sive 
presbyteri sive diaconi, et ab 
esu carnium abstinent, placuit 
ut comedant et ita 'salvent 
semetipsos. Quod si camem ita 
* impuram habuerint ut etiam 
holera cum carne cocta non com- 
edant et canoni se submittere 
nolint, ab officio deponantur. 



(XIV). 

De clericis qui se abstinent 
esu carnis. 

Qui sunt in clero presbyteri 
et diaconi qui renuunt esum 
carnis, convenit primum edere 
et postea, si volent, continere 
se ipsos ; quod si * impuram 
perhibeant earn ut ne bolus 
quidem coctum cum carne edant 
neque oboediant canoni, sol- 
vantur a gradibus suis. 



XIV (XV). 
De bonis ecclesiae propter ne- De rebus ecclesiae quae propiter 



cessitatem alienatis. 

Facultates ecclesiae, quas va- 



necessitates ecclesiae venierunt. 
Ees quae propriae sunt eccle- 



7 = '7rpoay(aBai Setv. ^ m&Ut preshyferorum Tt.S.M.. 

male interpretatum : reotius preshyteros D. S. M. 

malitordinareD.S.'M.. " —iKiaTr/. " ') = TTp(a$UTepovs ir6\tw!. 

vel melius teneant vel cohiheant D.S. M. «i ^ov\oivto omittitur. 
= ^5€\v(r<roLVTo. 
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cante sede episcopal! abaliena- 
verint presbyteri, ^ecclesiae red- 
dantur, ^ ita ut penes episcopum 
sit pretium emptor ibus restituere 
vel non, quoniam multoties emp- 
toribus in magnum lucrum cessit 
rei venditae proventus. 



siae, quae cum deesset episcopus 
a presbytero venierunt, reddan- 
tur 'eoclesiae. Illud vero, 
utrum deceat pretium sumere 
annon, sit ia arbitrio episcopi : 
quod saepe fructus eorum quae 
veniere rependit iis qui emerunt 
pretium maius. 



XV (XVI). 



Be iis qui cum hestiis com- 
miscentur. 

Relate ad eos qui se commis- 
cuerunt vel se commiscent cum 
bestiis, vigeat canon sequens : 
Qui antequam vigesimum annum 
attingerent peccarvmt, xv annos 
inter paenitentes cum degerint, 
postea orationibus intersint ; et, 
cum in hac communione v annos 
expleverint, etiam oblationem 
recipiant : attendatur tamen 
eorum vitae, dum paenitentiae 
vacant, ita ut humane tractentur. 
Quod si quidam ad satietatem 
usque in hoc peccato vixerint, 
diuturniori poena pleotantur. 
Omnes autem qui praedicta 
aetate transacta in hoc peccatum 
inciderint, etiam cum Iiaberent 
uxores, xxv annos in paenitentia 
perseverent, postea orationibus 
communicent, atque, cum v 
annos in hac communione con- 
summaverint, oblatione digni 
habeantur. Quod si viri hab- 
entes uxores transaoto quinqua- 
gesimo anno in hoc peccatum 



De iis qui cum hestiis adulter- 
antur. 

De iis qui cum bestiis com- 
municaverunt vel communicant 
statuimus nos omnes eos qui 
antequam xx annos nati fuerint 
peccaverunt, xv annos paeniten- 
tiam agere, et postea communi- 
care orationi, et cum fuerint in 
communione v annos tunc etiam 
oblatione dignos haberi : pro- 
betur vero etiam conversatio 
eorum in paenitentia, et sic 
digni habeantur misericordia. 
Quod si homines ad satietatem 
perseveraverunt in peccato hoc, 
paenitentia protracta decernatur 
in eos, Qui vero praeterierunt 
mensuram xx annorum et uxores 
habentes inciderunt in peccatum 
hoc, paenitentiam agant xxv 
annos, et tunc recipiantur ad 
communionem orationis, et cum 
impleverint v annos in commu- 
nione orationis, digni habeantur 
oblatione. Quod si homines 
uxores habentes et tempus 1 an- 
norum praetervecti peccaverunt 



^ =Tw KvpiaKa (?). 

' acouratius in iudicio vero episcopi sit D. S. M. 
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inciderint, in extremis tantum 
oblatione donentur. 



ad finem vitae suae digni habe- 
antur communione. 



XVI (XVII). 

Be ilUs qui postquam cv/m Be iis qui cum bestiis vel cum 



bestiis se commiscuerunt lejrrosi 
facti sunt. 

Illos qui cum bestiis se com- 
miscuerunt sunt vel ^ facti sunt 
leprosi, iussit synodus inter '■'eos 
qui probantur or are. 



maribus folluti sunt vel adhv/i 
]polluuntur. 

Qui polluti sunt cum bestiis 
vel cum maribus et adhuc pol- 
luuntur et ^ contabesount, his 
imperavit synodus ut sint oran- 
tes cum iis qui ^tentantur a 
daemoniis. 



Be episcopis 
repulsi sunt. 

Quod si quidam episcopi, 
postquam consecrationem acce- 
perint, a locis quorum titulares 
existunt, eo quod accepti non 
fuerunt, ad alium locum migrare 
voluerint, episcopos * qui eos 
consecraverunt conturbantes et 
vexantes, excitando contra illos 
tumultus, tales segregentur. Si 
autem *pacifice se gerere volu- 
erint in sacerdotio, ° ut sacer- 
dotes antea existebant habeantur 
nee a gradu deponantur. Sin 
autem tumultus cierint adversus 
episcopos ibi existentes, ab illis 
auferatur etiam sacerdotis mu- 
nus, denuntiatosque se noscant. 



XVII (XVIII). 

consecratis qui Be iis qui fuerunt episcopi 



Tmque recepti sunt. 

Quod si homines qui fuerunt 
episcopi neque recepti sunt in 
locis quibus nominati erant, et 
ad alia loca volent ire, cogentes 
et excitautes turbas contra eos 
' qui se fecerunt, hi sint cir- 
cumscripti. Quod si volent 
rursus fieri presbyteri " quales 
fuerunt antea, ne alienentur 
honore suo. Quod si turbave- 
rint adversus episcopos ' qui 
fecerunt se, adimatur iis etiam 
honor presbyterii et sint pro- 
scripti. 



^ Gr. Ketrp^aavTas. 
^ Gr. Toiis KadearuTas. 



^ Gr. TOvs xft/^aC^M^^ous. 
* Gr. Ka9i((aeat. ' Gr. hSa ^aav k.t.\. 
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xvni (XIX). 



Be illis qui, jpostquam virgini- 
tatem vovervmt, in mundum 
rediertmt, sive viris sive feminis, 
et de mulierihus cohabitantibus. 

Omnes qui virginitatem vo- 
vent votaque frangunt, canoni 
bigamos respicienti submittan- 
tur. Virgines quae sororum 
more cum quibusdam commo- 
rantur, arcemus. 



De lis qui propter virginitatem 
ahnegaverunt mundum et de 
mulierihus iis quae sub schemate 
sororum habitant cum, viris. 

li ' qui professi sunt virgini- 
tatem et violant professionem 
suam, terminum qui statutus 
est in eos qui ducunt duas 
uxores impleant. Virgines vero 
illas quae sub specie sororum 
habitant cum hominibus pro- 
bibuimus. 



XIX (XX). 



De laicis quoru/m uxores, vel 
ipsi, adulteria commiserunt. 

Quod si cuiusdam uxor vel 
ipse adulterium commiserit, post 
vii annos ad id quod perfectum 
est admitti possunt, iuxta gradus 
antea descriptos. 



De iis quibus sunt uxores 
adulteratae vel qui adulterantur. 

Si fiet ut uxor hominis adul- 
teretur, aut homo cum uxore 
alterius adulterium faciat, post 
vii annos digni censeantur com- 
munione oblationis. 



XX (XXI). 



De mulierihus quae pm^ros 
suos necant. 

Mulieres quae, cum scortatae 
fuerunt, pueros occidunt aut 
tentant fetum opprimere, ad 
finem vitae usque excommuni- 
catione plectebantur iuxta pri- 
ores canones, ^quibus adhaeret 
praesens synodus. Attamen, 
cum hoc decretum aliquatenus 
rigidum visumfuerit,decrevimus 



De iis quae varie occidunt li- 
heros suos a stupro. 

De feminis quae constu- 
prantur et occidunt liberos suos, 
et iis quae callide agunt et per- 
dunt fetus suos, terminus prior 
usque ad exitum earum de 
mundo prohibet eas ; ^ et cum 
hoc termino consentimus. Sed 
inventa re clementiore hoc 
tempus X annorum definivimus 



' ? =iirayyii\iiiiyoi. 



Gr. ical TO^Tqt avvTiOiVToi. 
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ab istis mulieribus x annos se- 
cundum gradus ' modo definitos 
''■ esse explendos. 



'■"ut impleant, secundum gradus 
' supra distinctos. 



XXI (XXII). 



De homicidis voluntariis. 

Qui volentes homicidia per- 
petrant inter paenitentes in- 
tegram vitam agant : sed ad id 
quod perfectum est in extremis 
admittantur. 



De lis qui sjyonte sua occidunt. 

li qui sponte sua occidunt 
sint in paenitentia omne tempus 
vitae suae : ea vero quae per- 
fecta est in exitu sue e mundo 
digni censeantur. 



XXII 

De homicidis involuntariis. 

Homicidis involuntariis vetus 
canon vii annos praescribebat 
antequam ad id quod perfectum 
est iuxta gradus definitos ad- 
mitterentur : seoundus autem 
canon v annos tantum prae- 
scribit. 



(xxni). 

De iis qui non sponte sua 
occidunt, 

De caedibus quae accidunt 
citra voluntatem, mandatum 
prius vii annos statuit in actiones 
eorum secundum gradus supra 
positos : hoc vero alterum tem- 
pus V annorum definivit in eos 
ut impleant. 



XXIII (XXIV). 



De ariolis. 

Qui divinationis artem exer- 
cerunt aut ethnicorum mores 
imitantes in domos suos divinos 
inducunt, ° ut obiecta deperdita 
reperiant vel ut puritatem con- 
sequantur, canoni v annos de- 
finienti iuxta gradus praescriptos 
subiaceant, iii annos in paeni- 
tentia iique annos in oratione 
explentes, absque tamen parti- 
cipatione in oblatione. 

^ Gr. Toils djpifffxivovs. 



De praestigiatoribus et iis qui 
praestigiatores sunt et consue- 
tudines paganismi sequuntur et 
iis qui introducunt homines in 
domos suas ut ad inventionem 
magicae vel ad purgationem : 
sub canone v annorum ponantur 
secundum gradus ibi definitos : 
iii annos in paenitentia et ii in 
oratione sine oblatione. 



^ Gr, lirt avevp€ff€i (papiiaKCtuiv jj Kal Ka66pffci. 



' = irXifpaaai (?). 
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XXIV (XXV). 

De illis qui virgines violant De its qui norunt de corru2>- 

et de illis qui fetus ojpprimere tione virginis. 
tentant. 

^ Quod si quis adolescentulae ' Si factum est ut desponsarit 

sibi desponsatae sororem viola- homo puellam et postea corrup- 

verit ita ut fructum^ ab ea erit sororem eius, eaque ab eo 

habuerit, postea tamen despon- conceperit, et rursus duxerit 

satam duxerit, et ilia quam sponsam suam; ea vero quae 

violavit sibi necem intulerit : concepisset suspenderit se ip- 

de illis qui ita scienter agunt sam : iis qui norant actionem 

praescribit synodus ut, x annis imperatum est ut post x annos 

expletis, cum eis ''qui simul veniant ''ad communionem ob- 

orantes adstant iuxta gradus lationis iuxta gradus definitos. 
definitos admittantur. 

Desinunt canones xxiv in 
synodo Ancyrae conditi. 

Appendix II. 

THE AEMENIAN VERSION. 

The appended translation (as literal a one as possible) of the 
Armenian version of the canons has been very kindly made for me 
by Mr. Conybeare, of University College, from a MS in his own 
possession, and to him I am also indebted for the following 
information. 

In his history of the Armenian versions (Venice, 1890), 
P. Kar6Mm assigns the sixth and eighth centuries as the limits 
for the translation of the Armenian book of canons, which he 
further supposes to have been made partly from the Greek, and 
partly from the Syriac. No grounds are given for either opinion ; 
but the Armenian of the version would appear to be of about the 
seventh century, and this is borne out by internal evidence, thus 
the office of chorepiscopus requires explanation (c. xiv), dioecesis is 
used in its later sense as equivalent to napoiKia, and, more 
significantly, ' Eoman ' is used for ' Greek ' in c. xiv. Again, the 
spelling of the names in the preface would support a Syriac 
original, for the transliteration direct from the Greek is usually 
1 =icl.y irpoae^O&pi]. ' Gi. (Is roiis avveiXTaTas. 
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much more exact, but comparison with the Syriac versions in 
App. i does not at all support this supposition. The Armenian 
has never been published. There are MSS of it at Venice and 
Jerusalem, but not of an early date ; the best are in Edschmiadzin, 
but even they appear to be only of the fourteenth century. 

The version, as will be seen at once, varies so much from the 
Greek as to afford hardly any evidence as to various readings 
in the original. The last six canons are missing, but the loss is 
balanced by the insertion of a new canon (x) and of much new 
matter, e. g. in co. ix, xi, xvii, xx. Canon xv supports an original 
/SScXuffo-oii/To ; but on the other hand npco-^vTepovs may have been 
read in c. xiv, which is closer to the Greek than most of the canons, 
though fV eVf'pa napoiKla is omitted. 

On other grounds the version is very interesting. Its chief 
characteristic is an increase in severity : the terms of penitence are 
much heavier than in the Greek, cf. e. g. cc. iv, viii, ix, xvii ; the 
presbyters and deacons, in cc. i and ii, must have undergone great 
violence to excuse their fall; deacons who break their pledge of 
celibacy suflFer a heavy penance in addition to deprivation (c. xi) ; 
the sterner view is taken as to the eating of meats or idolothyta 
in c. X ; and lastly the sin of apostacy and of causing others to 
apostatize is regarded as most heinous, under the ' first canons ' 
death was the penalty for the latter, but the fathers at the peril of 
seeming contradiction to Holy Scripture' permitted the ofienders to 
receive the viaticum. On the other hand they appeal to the 
misericordia Christi as the ground for leniency in cc. iii, xvii (? vii). 
So too almsgiving and munijicentia erga pauperes is iusisted upon 
as an indispensable sign of penitence, cf. cc. vii, viii, ix, x, xi. 
Technical terms are fully explained, e. g. eKKrjpwTovs in c. xix and 
the stages of penance in cc. iv, xx. Among such explanations we 
notice in c. i that opiKdv is rendered ad interpretationem sedere, the 
interpretatio being the translation of the Greek or Syriac lections 
into the vernacular ; also that testamentum legere is a ' liturgical ' 
function of the presbyters, as to this day the reading of the Gospel 
is restiicted to priests or deacons. The Armenian word for derus 
in c. iii (as for clericus in xv. tit.) means ' covenant,' or ' vow,' and 
so denotes all those who have taken vows, and thus includes monks 
also and at times even all the faithful as being bound by baptismal 

' Viz. to the words of Chriat, Negaho et eum coram patre meo : but perhaps 
the original signified obedience to the divine precept, viz. to the remission of 
sins, quaecmng[ue solveritis, etc. Cf. note. 
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vows ; hence the cleripueri are not the families of the clergy, but the 
children of the church (cf Acts iii. 25). Ordination is unctio (c. xi, 
xiv), but it is also marked by laj-ing on of hands (c. xiv tit. etc.). The 
chorepisoopus is regarded as possessing full episcopal powers, only 
differing in point of dignity from the town bishops who are valde 
magni. 

The consistent alteration of the terms of penitence in the direction 
of greater severity, and the supplementary character of the new 
matter introduced, as well as the definition of penance before left 
vague (e. g. in c. xx) suggests two conclusions : (a) that the canons 
were still in practical force in Armenia at the date of the version 
and that would be due to the close proximity of and wars with the 
Arabs ; this will also explain the stern view taken of apostacy in 
c. ix, with the allusion to the sentence of death which could have 
only been enforced under a Christian government : (6) that in the 
present version we have an authoritative revision of the original 
canons by a council, or some other authority, in Armenia ; such a 
council, and not that of Ancyra, would be the secundum concilium, 
of c. ix, and the primi canones be those of a previous Armenian 
synod, as their enactment is certainly not in the canons of any 
Greek council. 

EXOKDITJM. 

Hi canones priores sunt quam illi qui Nicaeae inatituti aunt. Qui 
enim Nicaeae instituti sunt, ut ' antiquiores instituti sunt propter 
grave maxiraumque concilium quod congregatum est in urbe Nicaea. 

Qui undique congregati sunt in concilium Ancyranum, eorundem 
nomina subsoripta sunt istic : Marcellus Ancyranus, Agricolaeus 
Caesariensis, ' Paulus Tarsensis, Vitalia Antiochensis, ' Barselius 
ex Amasia, Philadelphus luliopolitanus,^ * Eustr.olius Nicomedensis, 
Heraclius Zelonensis, Petrus Iconensis, Nunechius Laodicensis, 
Sergianus ab Antiochia Pisidica urbe veniens ". Convenientes ergo 
Ancyram, unanimiter congregatis orthodoxis, dissolutionis causa 
Lyciae iuipietatis quae ad idolothyta soUennia invitos cogebat 
presbyteros, instituerunt secundum peccata terminum moduraque 
paenitentiae, viginti capita canonum qui isti sunt. 

' Haec verba Annenice aequiparant wpeaffevav 'to be better, more important.' 

' Lupus syr. et lat. isid. ' Basilius sjr. et lat. iaid. 

* Eustolus lat. isid. 

' Syr. add. Epiaorius Fergae (? Epidawrms), Narcissus Neromadis, et lat. 
isid. etiam in quibusdam msa, Leontius Neroniadensis, Longinus Dicasionemis, 
Amfhion Alfius, Selaus Germanus. 
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212 The Armenian Version. 

I. De presbyteris qui ethnicorum violentia usque ad tormenta 
mortisque minas provecta ipsi propter metum sacrificaverunt, 
posteaque laboraverunt et solliciti sunt et revera redierunt : de 
talibus placuit sancto concilio, ut houorem cathedrae secundum 
oi'dinem habeant, sed ad interpretationem sedere vel oblationem 
offerre vel testamentum legere ne liceat. 

II. Idem canon et diacono constituatur, si ab invito factum sit 
sacrifioiura et sine voluntate, sique sit reditus sincerus. Placuit mag- 
no concilio : in sacerdotium ne accedant, sed in ordine ministerii 
remaneant ; si vero cruciatus et supplicium ab iniquis graviter in- 
ciderint reditusque sincerus fuerit, episcopus sit arbiter 'presbytero 
et diacono an digni sint qui sui quisque gradus ministerio fungantur. 

III. De laicis et de cleri iuvenibus : si quis coactus fuerit 
impiorum violentia ad sacrificandum et direptis eorum bonis 
aliisque permaximis mortibus illatis, sique illi conclamaverint 
se cbristianos esse et de deo alio quodam nihil plane cognoscere, 
et si coacti ederint idolothyta maesti et animo contristati, non sine 
plangore lacrimisque, "^ iis per misericordiam Christi venia detur ut 
mortalibus et infirmis : talibus in ordinem ministerii obsignari 
liceat. Si quis vero de clero sit, dignus est qui adducatur in 
gradum sacerdotii ; praesertim si prior vita recta fuerit, ut ac- 
cipiantur placuit maximo concilio. 

IV. De iis qui violentia abduoti sunt ad sacrificandum, posteaque 
cum pervenissent in locum volenter hilares solutique per lusum 
risusque lascivierunt in eorum templis, tunc autem in paenitentiam 
adducti sunt : placuit propter amorem dei erga homines ut duo 
annos audiat, et iii annos in vestibule particeps sit precum, duoque 
annos ingressus ecclesiam cum paenitentibus egrediatur ; vitam 
perquisitus eucharistiam participet. 

V. Qui pullo amictu iverunt et inter accubitionem epularem 
ederunt, sed diem totum toro accumbentes fleverunt paenitueruntque, 
cum segregati substratique compleverint paenitentiam, triennium 
sine eucbaristia accipiantur. Si vero non comederint, biennium 
segregeutur ; tertio iam anno participent sine eucbaristia, ita ut 
quod perfectum praecipuumque est post tres annos acoipiant, id est 
eucharistiam. Episcopos penes sit, cum morem reditus spectaverint, 
peccantem indulgentius tractare vel et aliquantulo spatium paeni- 
tentiae proferre. Praecipue et ante omnia quae fuerit anteacta 

' Arm. eritsoun r<u itpeapvTiptj). 

M Tel etper misericordiam Christi renia data sit vitae eorum mortali, i. e. 
ita ut tormenta corporis non passi sint. 



The Armenian Version. 213 

vita peccantis et in quibus versatus sit omni modo investigatio fiat 
et probatio, secundum quam et indulgentia aestimabitur. 

VI. De iis qui minis coacti suppliciove seu bonis mulctati seu 
exsulantes oboedierunt sacrificaveruntque, neque adhuc rediverunt 
neque exomologesin fecerunt, nunc autem et ante tempus concilii 
animum induerunt paenitentis redeuntisque : placuit usque ad diem 
Pascbarum audiant tantum, post autem magnam diem, Pasoliarum 
dico, sub disoiplina sint iii annos ; at peracto biennio participent 
sine eucbaristia, et hoc modo usque ad rem perfectam veniant ; eo 
ut omnino vi annos compleant. Si quis autem ante concilium ut 
paenitens exceptus sit, ab eo tempore aestimetur eidem initium vi 
annorum oomplendorum. Si cui vero periculum vel exspectatio 
mortis incident propter morbum vel aliam causam, is accipiat sub 
definitione. 

VII. De iis qui ethnicorum in domos iverunt, ubi et locus 
paratus est sese impurandi causa, praesertim si et suos cibos 
attulerint ibique se lasciviae dediderint : etenim de talibus liber 
dicit, ^ commisti sunt inter genies et didicerunt ojpera eorum : de his 
placuit ut triennium audiant, bienniumque ^substrati participent 
preces ; ad episcopi tandem placitum per misericordiam compas- 
sionemque erga pauperes participent eucharistiam. 

VIII. De iis qui iterum tertioque euntes idolothyta comederunt, 
suosque cibos tulerunt obtuleruntque, postea vero exhortante epi- 
seopo ipsoque animo, in exomologesin paenitentiamque venerunt: 
placuit vii annos sub disoiplina sint, et duo annos preces participent, 
ut paenitentes substrati; deinde speotati et posteram vitam et sin- 
ceritatem paenitentia afflictione et misericordia beneficentiaque erga 
pauperes comprobantes ad episcopi placitum eucharistiam participent. 

IX. De iis qui ipsi non abstinuerunt a sacrificiis sed et fratres 
et amicos suos dolo seduxerunt ut una cum ipsis perderentur, 
propuleruntque eos praecipes in imam foveam, perinde atque 
scriptum est, ''foveam suis fodit, in eandem cadat quam fecit : 
tales et primi canoues interfici iusserunt, sed ' secunda vice placuit 
unanime maximo concilio ^offendere divino praecepto, qui autem 
negaverit me coram hominibus, negabo et ego eum coram, patre m,eo 
qui est in coelis et " quaecumque solveritis super terrain erunt soluPj, 

' Ps. cvi. 35. ' Ann. Und dzeramb = snh manu. " Ps. vii. i6 (?). 

* forte legendum : seeundo placuit unanxTiie maxima concilio. 
' insulsa lectio videtur offendere, nisi particula negativa antecedat, quae 
deesse videtur, vel vox ipsa adhaerere possit significare. ; vide autem pag. 210. 
' S. Matt. X. 33 et xviii. 18. 
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in coelo ; itaque placuit cuncto maximo concilio ut vivant neque 
morimitur ; si facto reditu salutis usque ad plenam exomologesin 
adducti fuerint insaniae magistri qui familiares ad insaniain ad- 
egerunt, prae gravi paenitentia magnaque tiibulatione viaticum 
accipiant. Quos autem insanos reddiderunt, quinquennium 'sub 
disciplina sint, iv vero annos substrati preces participent, prae 
raunificentia erga pauperes euchavistiam participent. 

'^ X. De iis qui comedunt sine discrimine et indifferenter cibos 
ethnicorum : placuit concilio magno deumque amanti dicere "omnia 
munda mundis, coinquinatis autem omne immtmdum, id esse 
quodcunque dignum sit iis comedere licere. Si fieri possit, ne 
degustet omnino ; sin gulam audeat, caseum carnemque quae viro 
catechumeno mactata sit ne comedat ; sed omnem cibum potumque 
et frugem et cramben etiam quae idolis cunque oblata fuerint, 
ne degustet -omnino ; quae vero per sacrificium labe baud maculata 
fuerint, panis, vinumque, lac, fruges, crambe, vestimenta, bestia, 
libera sint. ^Nolite tameu dare sanctum canihus, cibos cleri sanctae 
ecclesiae ^homini, ^cui character domini non impressus sit, canones 
vetant. Sin vero mavis id agere quod ab apostolo dictum est, 
''om.ne quod in maeello venit, manducate, audi continue, si quis 
autem dixerit, hoc imm,olatum est idolis, nolite manducare. Si quis 
vero praecepto huic offendat et gulae obtemperet, paenitentia et 
eleemosyna peccatum expiet, unum annum substernatur, sed * cleri 
pueris ne omnino socius fiat ; nonne scriptum est, ' in sapientia 
ambulate ad eos qui foris sunt, ne nomen domini per vos hlasphemetur 
inter gentes ? 

XI (X). Diaconis qui cum ad unctionem adducti sint conclam- 
averint se castos esse nequire, sancte nubere fas est, quia ^"honor- 
abile connuhium, et torus immaculatus ; posteaque ad sacerdotium 
promoveantur et palam libereque episcopo administrent. At si qui 
in unctione ipsa tacuerunt et in approbatione id circa professi sunt 
ut confirmarentur in gradu, postea autem nupserunt, a sacerdotio 
cessent et ab ordine ministrantium ecludantur; vii annos inter 
audientes et duo annos substratus munificentia «rga pauperes expiet 

' Arm. und Icargoh ad lit. =sm6 iussis. 
* Hie canon non in graeeis reperifcur. 
'■' Tit. i. 15. ' S. Matt. vii. 6. 

'■ per facilem emendationem M. Baronian, textus enim armenius hie 
corruptua est. 

id est non baptizato ; of. i Cor. i. i6 arm. ' i Cor. x. 25 et 28. 

id eatjtliis ecclesiae ; cf. Acts iii. 25. 

Col. iv. 5 et Rom. ii. 24. i» Heb. xiii. 4. 



« iA 



The Armenian Version. 215 

peccata; sed examinatus spectatusque paenitentiatn ab episcopo 
participabit eucharistiam, sed in ordinem et ministerium ne intret. 

XII (XI). Sed quaecumque desponsae sint virgines nuptaeque 
repertae sint, postea vero ab aliis raptae sint, placuit ut restituantur 
iis quibus erant desponsae, vel si ob violentiam refugiant ne liceat. 

XIII (XII), Qui ante baptisma sacrificaverunt posteaque baptizati 
sunt, placuitin gradum promoveantur tales, ut qui fonte Instrati sunt. 

XIV (XIII). Chorepiscopis ne liceat presbyteros diaconosque 
unguere, neque autem creare seu unguere ' presbyteros in ulla urbe 
sine permissu episcopi seu per litteras seu ipsa voce mandantis. 
Etenim qui in regionibus sive pagis episcopales erant, tales appellat 
chorepiscopos : chorepiscopus enim * Graece appellatur inspector 
pagi, factoque discrimine eorum qui valde magni sunt, nempe qui 
civitatibus praefecti sunt, episcopi appellantur regionum. 

XV (XIV). Qui de clero sint presbyteri vel diaconi aut alio 
quidem munere in ministerio fungantur, abstineantque sese came, 
sed appetitu ad gustandam adducantur, palam neque clam comedant; 
si autem maluerint, abstineant : et boc et illud canones permittunt. 
Si quis tamen ^ pro impuro habeat sive cramben sive panem 
propter carnis contagionem, eum ecclesiae canones non accipiunt. 

XVI (XV). De faoultatibus quae ecclesiae esse definitae sunt, 
quodcumque sit, sive domus seu ag«r seu arvum, antequam 
episcopus in vico esset, sed presbyteri vendiderunt, potestatem 
habeat easdem ab iis exigendi : postea vero episcopus aestimabit et 
ius et pretium rei, utrum pretium oporteat adimere an reddere. 

XVII (XVI). De iis qui sese bestiario stupro poUuerunt : si quia 
iuvenis veluti xv annos natus peccaverit, xv annos audiat posteaque 
quinquennium substernatur ; paenitentiaque eius investigetur per- 
quiraturque ; is, si lacrimis et corde paenituerit, eleemosynaque 
peccatum expiaverit, dignus fiat qui participet eucbaristiam. Sin 
vero adultus peccaverit veluti xx annos natus, xx annos audiat 
quinquenniumque substernatur; si tamen in peccatis perseveraverit, 
spatii plus addatur paenitentiae; fervorem et eleemosynam spectetur 
et eucharistiam participet. Si tamen uxorem habens sese polluerit, 
usque ad vitam peractam inter audientes sit cum gemitu et afflic- 
tione eleemosynaque ; placuit magno conoilio propter * h/umani 
generis amorcTn ut in discessu vitae accipiat viaticum. Bestiam 
vero, si ad edendum sit idonea, canes comedant lac carnemque. 

XVIII (XVII). Qui corpus maculosum seu lentigine sive aUo quo 

* ? irpeffPvTepovs Ti6X((as. ' Arm, Sofome i. <j. Romans. 

' ? 0Se\va(ToivTo. ' ? (piXavepama (Tit. iii. 4). 
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morbo habent, si clanculum alios contagione morbosos reddiderint, 
inter daemoniacos teneantur. 

XIX (XVIII). Qui episcopi erant institutique, repudiati autem 
a dioecesi quae deputata est, in alteram dioecesin adire voluerunt 
vique alterius dioecesis episoopum cogere, adducta re in contentionem 
turbamque, tales fas est ab ecclesia pellere et occludere. Si tamen 
velint in ordine cuius erant presbyteratus sedere et nomen pres- 
byterale habere, digni sunt acceptione. Sin episcopo obviam eant 
et resistant, omnino ab honore presbyteratus pellantur et coram 
ecclesia sit publica expulsio, eo ut omnibus notificetur. 

XX (XXI). Qui iam adulti castitatis professionem fecerunt, 
posteaque vota non servaverunt et fomicati sunt, tales abhinc 
casti esse nequeunt : velut si duas feminas duxerit, talis ha- 
beatur ; subiiciatur condicionibus paenitentiaeque ; biennium in 
vestibulo substernantur, unum vero annum iam in ecclesiam 
ingressi cum paenitentibus egrediantur ; animum et cor paenitentis 
ostendant et participent eucharistiam ; sed ad unctionem sacer- 
dotalem ne promoveantur. Virginibus autem quae quibusdam veluti 
sorores sese consociabant, diutius ne consocient, interdiximus. 

ANCYEANI CANONES, CAPITA XX. 

I. De sacerdotihus qui necessitate immolaverunt. 

II. De diaconis idem facientibus. 

III. Be cleri jmeris qui vi coguntur ad idolothyta comedenda. 

IV. De lis qui volenter sacrificaverunt. 
V. De iis qui hilariter manducaverunt. 

VI. De gavisis qui quominus paeniterent morati sunt. 
VII. De iis qui in donios iverunt ethnicorum atque comedemnt. 
VIII. De iis qui perseveraverunt in peccatis. 
IX. De iis qui et ijysos et alios deceperunt. 
S. De non dando in ohlationibus cibos injidelium. 
XI (X). De diaconis qui feminam ducunt. 
XII (XI). De iis qui abripiunt virgines desponsatas. 

XIII (XII). De iis qui post sacrificationem baptizati sunt. 

XIV (XIII). De manus iinjwnentibus chorepiscopis sacerdoti. 
XV (XIV). De clericis qui voluerunt carnem gustare. 

XVI (XV). De facultatibus qtiae ecclesiae aiipellatae sunt. 
XVII (XVI). De animalia struprantibus. 
XVIII (XVII). De iis qui corpore maculosa sunt. 

XIX (XVIII). De episcopo qui alienam dioecesin occupat, 
XX (XIX). De iis qui castitatem projitentur. 
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THE CHELTENHAM LIST OF THE CANONI- 
CAL BOOKS OF THE OLD AND NEW 
TESTAMENT AND OF THE WKITINGS 
OF CYPKIANi. 

[W. Sanday.j 

The following articles may be consulted : — 

Mommsen, Zur lateinischen SUchometrie,iji Hermes, Bd. xxi. pp. 142-156, 

J . Weiss, JUin neugefimdenes Kanon- Verseichniss, in Hilgenfeld's Zeitsckr. 
f. Wiss. Theol., Jahrg. xxx. (1887), pp. 157-171. 

Hamack, review of Mommsen in Theol. Literaturzeitung, Jahrg. xi. (1886), 
cols. 172-176. 

Zahn, review in Zeiischr. f. Tcirchl. Wissenschaft, 1886, pp. 113-118. 

I have not seen an article by Volkmar in Theol. Zeitsckr. aus der Schweiz, 
1886, p. 184 ff. Zahn seems to promise a special ' Beilage' on the subject in 
the forthcoming second volume of his Gesch. d. neutest. Kanons. [Appeared 
Oct. 1890]. 

We in England are too often indebted to foreign scholars 
for the discovery of our own treasures. When Prof. Mommsen 
was in England in the autumn of 1885 he found in -the 
Phillipps Collection at Cheltenham (since in part dispersed) a 
MS. of no great value in itself, but which derives a certain 
value, as Prof. Mommsen was not slow to recognise, from a 
list inserted in it of the Books of the Old and New Testaments 
and of the writings of Cyprian. The interest of this turned 
of course mainly upon the substance of the list, but it was 
enhanced by the occurrence of a note which seemed to give it 
a date, and that a date as early as the year 359 a.d. 

The MS. was numbered 12266 in the Phillipps Collection, 

' The substance of this essay was read on Feb. 22, i886. It has been re- 
written, in view of the materials which have accumulated in the interval, but 
the part relating to Cyprian is left much as it was. 
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and is ascribed to the tenth, century. I saw it after Prof. 
Mommsen in the summer of 1886, and took some notes, which 
have not however been verified. The lists are quite cor- 
rectly given by Prof. Mommsen, whose proofs were revised 
by Mr. Fenwick, Jun., son of the owner of the library. The 
only point on which a question may be raised (as to the 
interpretation of the data for Cyprian's Testimonia ad 
Quirinum) will be noticed below. The MS. is thus de- 
scribed in the late Sir Thomas Phillipps' Catalogue, from 
which an extract is given in Zangemeister's DiircJiforschung der 
Bibliotheken England's {YiQ-aixsb, 1877), p. 99. I keep Zange- 
meister's numbering. 

(i) Eusebii Cronica de Generationibus Bibliae^. 
(3) Persecutiones octo contra Christianos. 

(3) Prophetiae ex Sacris Libris. 

(4) Virtutes Eliae Prophetae. 

(5) P- ysel Eio ^ {sic) do. 

(6) Comparationes ^ Hominum. 

(7) Liber Generationis Hominum. 

(8) Nomina Regum Samariae. 

(9) Nomina Prophetarum et Sacerdotum. 

(10) Patriae Levitarum. 

(ti) Interpretatio Nominum Hebraicorum. 

(12) Index Librorum Canonicorum Vet. et Novi Test*. 

(13) De Locis Hebraicis. 

{14) Alia Interpretatio Nominum Hebraicorum. 
(15) Excerpta ex Cassiani CoUationibus. 

1 The opening words of the MS. are Chronica EuseUi Caemriemsis epi 
Incipiunt Generationes totius Bibliotheeae. Sir T. Phillipps clearly did not 
profess to reproduce exactly the titles in the MS. My notes are not quite 
sufficient to allow me to give a revised list, or I would do so : the principal 
points are noted below. 

' My notes have distinctly Incipiunt etid helisei uirtutes. 

= Contropaiioncs (= avTiBiacis I) Cod., i.e. distinctions of persons bearing 
the same name, as Adam the protoplast, Adam filius harao {Adad filius 
JBadad Vulg. in i Chron. i. 46 ; the various reading will be noticed), etc. 

' The list of the writings of Cyprian is omitted. 
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(16) Augustinus de Gratia et Libero Ai'bitrio. 

(17) Augustinus de Correptione et Gratia. 

(18) De Origene, qui scripsit Mille et Sexcentos Libros. 
Fol. min. mb. s. x. folio 105. 

There is nothing I believe really by Eusebius in the MS. 
The first 100 pages are a miscellaneous compilation consisting 
of lists of various kinds, digested and classified, such as did 
duty for biblical and chronological science in the early Middle 
Ages. The larger portion (beginning on p. 6()) is taken from 
the so-called Liher Generationis, itself a statistical account of 
the sons of Noah, their dispersion and the regions which they 
occupied, the mountains and rivers of Scripture, the judges, 
kings of Judah, kings of Rome, prophets, prophetesses, 
high priests, and the like. The learned opinion of the 
present day seems to be on the whole favourable to the view 
that Hippolytus was the author of this work*. Another 
and still better MS., No. 1839 ^, in the PhiUipps Catalogue, 
was also at Cheltenham, and is now, I suppose, with the 
other Meerman MSS. at Berlin. Both MSS. were derived 
from the same archetype, but the older MS. was differently 
dated and had not the lists t>f books. On p. 77 of the 



' So Mommsen, Krusch, and Duchesne {Lib. Pontif. p. iii). Zahn expresses 
dissent {Z. /. kirchl. Wiss. 1886, p. 113), but lie has not yet, so far as I 
know, published his reasons. If it is not by Hippolytus himself, it seems at 
least to belong to the time of Hippolytus. The leading MS. is dated in a 
number of places the thirteenth year of Alexander Severus (206 from the 
Passion, A.M. 5738 = 234 A.D.). The work circulated in two forms, sometimes 
separately and sometimes incorporated in the larger compilation which passes 
under the name of Fredegarius (Duchesne, ut sup.). It has been published at 
various times by Canisius, Thesaurus Mon. 'Eceles. et Hist., tom. ii. 147 S. (ed. 
Basnage, Amsterdam, 1725), Labbe, Nova BM. MSS., f. 298 ff. (Paris, 1657), 
and recently (from an inferior MS., but with an attempt to restore the lost Greek 
original) by Pitra, Analecta Sacra, ii. 274 ff. (1884). 

^ Mommsen by a slip of the pen says 1895. The MS. in question is the same 
from which the Liber Generationis was originally published by Labbe^ and 
the same' also with the Codex Middlehillensis of Jerome's Chronicle (Schoene's 
M ; described on p. xiv of his edition) : it was written in the eighth century, 
Buehl conjectures at Verona, and came into the Meerman collection from the 
Jesuit CoUfege de Clermont. The Liber Generationis begins on p. 183. 
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younger MS., inserted among the Hippolytean matter, is a 
chronological calculation which is brought down to the con- 
sulship of the two brothers Eusebius and Hypatius [euhium et 
typasium, frs Cod.) in the year 359, which tallies exactly 
with a further calculation, that from the founding of Rome to 
the imperitim of G. Julius Caesar was 705 years, and from 
Julius Caesar to the consuls Eusebius and Hypatius an 
additional 406 years (705 + 406 = 1111 a. u. c. = 358/9 A. d.) 

This note comes at the end of a list of the kings of Rome ^ 
Then foUow names of prophets and prophetesses, kings of 
Israel, and high priests; then on p. 81 some interpretations 
of Hebrew names (not from the work of Hippolytus) ; then 
on p. 82 begins the list of the Books of the Old Testament ; 
on pp. 83, 84 the lists of the Books of the New Testament 
and of the works of Cyprian ; and at the end of these con- 
tinuously in the same line some more interpretations from 
the Hebrew. These are not, I believe, taken directly from 
Jerome. A confused mass of such interpretations was floating 
about at the time when the MS. was written, though they 
would no doubt be less common in the year 359. 

There is an interval of five pages between the chronological 
note and the Biblical and Cyprianic lists ; and the text 
which connects them is not all taken from the same work. 
It will be seen therefore that there is but a very small 
presumption that the lists in question proceeded from the same 
hand as the note. We are thrown back upon the internal 
evidence of the lists ; and though there are features in them 
which would agree sufficiently well with such a date as 359, 
there are others which have the appearance of being somewhat 
later. 

Dr. Mommsen, as he explains, was hurried in his examina- 
tion of the MS. ; and he does not mention the fact that it 
contains another note of time not quite consistent with that 
which he has given. On p. 66, at the beginning of the table 

' Not, I think, ' kings of Judah ' (as Mommsen, p. 143) : the kings of Kome 
come between. 
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of contents of the Liler Generationis, occui's the following : — 
Haec sunt diutissime per diver sa quaesita ; sic dirmmeratio tem- 
porum et annorum a generatione saeculi, ah Adam usque in eon- 
mlatum Valentiniani et Falentis; anni sunt . V . DCCCC . XX . 

nil} 

It is hard to reconcile the two parts of the date. The first 
consulship ofValentinian and Valens is a.d. ^6^ = a.m. 5857/8 
according to the era of Alexandria (invented by Julius 
Africanus). But this does not at all resemble the reading of 
the MS. (vDcccLYii compared with vdccccxxviii). The era 
of Constantinople (vdccclxxiii) would be nearer the mark^. 
But the era of Constantinople was not in use in the time of 
Valentinian ; so that if the calculations were made in accord- 
ance with that era it would not be contemporary, and no 
conclusion could be drawn from it. 

On the other hand, A. M. 5928 = a.d. 436 according to the era 
of Alexandria, or 420 according to that of Constantinople. 
The consuls for the first of these years were Fl. Anthemius 
Isidorus and Senator; Emperors Theodosius II and 
Valentinian III ; the consuls for the year 420 were the 
Emperors Theodosius II and Constantius III. There is 
nothing in either year or in the near neighbourhood of 
either year to suggest any obvious emendation or explana- 
tion. I can only for the present leave the discrepancy as it 
stands. Clearly the consulship of Valentinian and Valens is 
the more fixed point of the two. Numbers are always liable 
to corruption. We may accept then provisionally the year 
365 as the date of the note, which will at least serve to 
verify the statement that the surrounding matter was col- 
lected from various sources. At the same time it will not 
escape us that the two dates 359 and 365 are near each other ; 
so that to a certain extent the one lends support to the other, 
and would make it appear that the compiler or compilers were 

' The punctuation is that of the MS., but the contractions are resolved. 
' [Mr. Turner suggests the era of BEppolytus (VDOCOLXVlIl), which would 
be nearer still and not open to objection.] 
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busy about that period. More than this we cannot say. The 
lists certainly cannot be labelled ' 359 ' without further 
question ; but they may be approached with a fail- pre- 
sumption that they belong, if not to the year 359, yet to a 
date not far removed from that year ^. 

We have now to put the reader in possession of the lists. 
These are reprinted from Mommsen's article, to which, as I 
have said, I have nothing to offer by way of correction. The 
Latinity and clerical errors of the MS. are reproduced as they 



IficijM indiculum veteris testamenti qui sunt libri cannonici 
sic 

Genesis ver n 
Exodus ver n 
Numeri ver n 
Leviticum ver n 
Deuteronomium ver n 
Ihu Nave ver n 
ludicum ver n 



fiunt libri VII ver n XFIIIC 
But ver CCI 

Regnorum liber I ver IICCC 
Begnorum liber II ver IICC 
Begnorum liber III ver IIS 
Begnorum liber IIII ver IICCL 
fiunt versus VIIIIB 
Baralipomen lib. I IIXL 

lib. II Wr Tic 

' It was customary to insert dates in compilations of this kind. That which 
goes by the name of Fredegarius bears a double date : the first 613, the second 
marking a further revision in 642 (or 641 !) : see Duchesne, Lib. Pontif., p.i8 
etc. The Harley MS. 5251 (eighth or ninth century) appears to contain the 
latter date : Fuit ah adam usque ad eracleum imperatorem regnante annorum 
XXXI. Omnes anni V milia CXLVI. (Zangemeister, DurchforscTmng, etc. p. 26). 
A very slight correction (vi for v) brings this right: A.M. 6146 = a.d. 641, 
which is the thirty-first year of Heraoliua. 
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Machabeorum lib. I vef IICCC 

lib. II 1^- oaBCCC 
loiver a^DCCC 
Tobias vet BCCCG 
Hester 

ludit ver ccC 
F salmi David CLI ver V 
Salomonis uei- YD 

prof etas maiores ver XFICCCLXX numero IIII 
Y 

*saias uef IlIDLXXX 
leremias wer IIIICCCCL 
Daniel ver a:iCCCL 
JEzechiel ver TUDCCC 
prof etas XIIUIDCCC 
erunt omnes 'ver ft LXVIIIID 

Sed ut in apocali/psis lohannis dictum, est : ' vidi XXIIII 
seniores mittentes coronas suas ante thronum' maiores nostri pro- 
bant has lihros esse canonicos et hoc dixisse seniores. 

Item indiculum novi testamenti. 

euangelia IIII Matheum vr IIDCC 

Marcus ver caDCG 

lohannem vr oaDCCC 

Luca vr TTlCCC 
fiunt omnes versus X 
eplae Pauli n XIII 
actus aplorum IJer IlIDC 
apocalipsis ver 00 DCCC 
eplae lohannis III ur CCCCL 
una sola 

eplae Petri II ver CCC 
una sola 

Qtwniam indiculum versuum in urhe Roma non ad liquidum ^, sed 
' So Mommsen corrects : aliqui dam Cod. 
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et alibi avariciae causa non liabent integrum, per singulos lihros 
computatis syllabis posui numero XVI versum Virgilianum 
omnibus libris numerum adscribsi'^. 

Indiculiim Cecili Cipriani. 



I. 


ad Bonatum CGCCX 


2. 


ad virgines B 


3- 


de lapsis BCCCCLXXX 


4- 


de opere et elemosyna BCLXX 


5- 


ad Bemetrianum BXXXF 


6. 


de aeclesiae unitate BCCL 


7- 


de zelo et liuore CCCCXX 


8. 


de mortalitate BL 


9- 


depatientia BCCCLX 


lO. 


ad Portunatum BCCXL 


II. 


de domini oratione 


13. 


ad Quirinum libri III: I BL. 




II BCCCL 




III BCCLXX 


13- 


ad Antoniamim BCL 


14. 


de calice dominico CCCCL. 


15- 


de laude martyrii BCCCXXX 


16. 


ad confessores martynim CXL 


17- 


Moysi et Maximo LXX 


18. 


ad eosdem alia CXX 


19. 


de precando deum CXC 


20. 


ad clerum LIIII 


31. 


Aurelio lectori pro ordinato CXL 


22. 


. Celerino C 


23' 


. ad lobianum BL 


24. 


. ad Quintiim C 


35. 


. Ade prb XIII n . XXX 



^ There ia evidently some corruption here ; Bee p. 263 below, where it is 
proposed to omit posui (with Mommsen) and to take versum Virgilianum as 
standing for gen. plur. — partly by the use of a vernacular form (yersKm = 
versuum), partly by corruption. 
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36. Adeprh n . CXX 

37. sententiae episcoporum DXX 

28. ad Pompeium CCXC 

29. ad Stephanum C 

30. ad Fidum CFI 

SI. ad Magnum CCLXXXIIII 
33. ad Martialem CCCL 

33. Luci ad Eucratium XL 

34. Felici et ceteris XX 

35. de Numidia conf. XXX 

36. ad Florentiwm CCTII 

37. ad presi LXXII 

38. ad eosdem et diaS XXV 

39. ad clerum urb LXX 

40. Romani resc (so) CCXV 

41. adversus lud CCXC 

43-50. ad Cornelium Villi 00 CVIII 
51. vita Cypriani DC 

fiunt omnes verms f XTIIIB 

It will have been observed that the Usts are themselves 
broken by interpolations. Both of these are suggestive, and 
throw light on the character and motive of the lists. The 
first is a comment on the number of Books in the Old Testa- 
ment ; the second explains the purpose of the stichometry by 
which the lists are accompanied. The subjects which we shall 
have to discuss are : (i) the Canon and Order of the Books of 
the Old Testament ; (3) the Canon and Order of the Books 
of the New Testament ; (3) the Note on the Stichometries and 
the Biblical Stichometries ; (4) the list of the writings of 
Cyprian. 



VOL. III. 
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I. The Canon and Okdee of the Books oe the 
Old Testament 1. 

The closer study of this part of the list I leave to those 
in whose department it falls more directly than it does in 
mine. It will be enough to indicate in broad outline the 
bearings of the Cheltenham list. This will perhaps be done 
best by placing it in compai-ison with other lists which mark 
the different stages and ramifications in the history of the 
Old Testament Canon. We must not assume that the order 
of development and the local order will necessarily correspond ; 
I have therefore placed together those lists which have any 
real affinity to each other apart from the geographical rela- 
tion of the Chui'ches which they represent. As a simple 
basis for such an arrangement we may take the varying total 
assigned to the number of the Books. This however is only 
given where attention is expressly called to it by the list m 
question. The numbering also is that of the lists themselves. 
For the sake of further illustration the order of the Books in 
the Hebrew Canon is prefixed. In the case of the German 
and Spanish Rites the arrangement is typical : deviations 
from it will be found in individual MSS. Books which are 
not included in our present Canon are marked + . 

' The lists are drawn up mainly from the texts given by Westcott and 
Credner. Hody has been compared, but is not very trustworthy. The first of 
the Jewish lists is put together from Ffirst, Kanon d. A. T. (Leipzig, 1868), 
compared with Hamburger, Meal-Enc. f. Bib. u. Talm., s. v. Bibel (Strelitz, 
1 883-1 886) ; for the second and third see Riehm, Binleitang in d. A. T., p. 63 
(Halle, 1889). Kiehm explains the titles ' Earlier ' and ' Later ' Prophets as 
applying not to date but to position in the Canon. The reason assigned in the 
Talmud for the order of the Major Prophets turns upon their subject-matter : 
cum lihri regum finiantur in desolatione, et Jeremias totiis versetur in desola- 
tione, Ezechiel vera incipiat in desolatione et finiat in consolatione et Jesajas 
totun verfetur in consolatione, copulaverunt desolationem cum desolatione et 
coTisolation&m cum consolatione. Examples of the variations in the MSS. may 
be seen in Dr. Neubauer's Catalogue of Heb. MSS. in the Bodleian Library, 
Nos. 5, 7, 17, 2323. 
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ill 


Oct. 

4 Kings 
2 Chron. 

5 iibb. Sol. : 

Prov. 
+ Wisd. 
+ Ecclus. 
Eccl. 
Cant. 
Isa. 
Jer. 
Ezek. 
Dan. 

xn Proph. 
Job 
+ Tobit 
Esth. 
+ Judith 
2 Esd. 
+ 2 Mace. 

= 44 
70 books in all 
of 0. &N.T.= palm- 
trees of Elim. 


1. 

II 
1 


Oct. 

4 Kings 

Pss. Dav. 

Prov. 

Eocl. 

Cant. 

+ Wi8d. 

+ Eoclus. 
XII Proph. 
Hos. 
Amos 
Mic. 
Joel 
Obad. 
Jon. 
Nah. 
Hab. 
Zeph. 

Mai. 

Isa. 

Jer. 

Ezek. 

Dan. 

1, 2, 4 Mace. 
+ Judith 

Esd. 

Esth. 

Job 
+ Tobit 


Il 
3 

1 


Pent. 

Josh. 

Jud. 

Eutli ) 

4 Kings \ 

2 Chron. 

Job 
+ Tobit 

Esth. 
+ Judith 
+ 2 Mace. 

2 Esd. 
Iibb. prophet. 

Pss. Dav. 

3 Iibb. Sol. : 
Prov. 
Cant. 
Eocles. 

+ Wisd. 
+ Ecclus. 

XII Proph. 
4 Proph. maj. : 
Isa. 
Jer. 
Dan. 
Ezek. 
= 44 


M 

.SO 
.a t^ 


+ + + 


r 


Hept. 

Gen. 

Ex. 

Num. 

Lev. 

Deut. 

Josh. 

Jud. 
Euth 1 
4 Kings \ 
2 Chron. 
+ 2 Maoc. 

Job 
+ Tobit 
Esth. 
+ Judith 
151 Pss. 
[5] Iibb. Sol. 
4 Proph. Maj. : 

Isa. 

Jer. 

Dan. 

Ezek. 
xn Proph. 
= 24 Elders of Apoc. 


1 
1^ 


Pent. 

8 Iibb. prophet. : 
Josh. 

Jud., Euth 

Sam. 

Kings 

Isa. 

Jer. 

Ezek. 

xn Proph. 

9 Hagiographa 
Job 

Pss. Dav. 

Iibb. Sol. 
Prov. 
Eccl. 
Cant. 

Dan. 

Chron. 

Ezr. 

Esth. 
= 22 Heb. Lett., or 27 
adding the 5 double 
books. Some make 24 
( = Elders of Apoc.) 
by counting Euth and 
Lam. among Hagio- 
grapha. 
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The lists thus collected furnish much matter for reflection. 
But before we approach the consideration of them in detail it 
is necessary iirst to say a few words by way of introduction. 
The variations of order in the Books of the Old and New 
Testaments point back to a critical moment in the history of 
the Biblical texts — the moment when they were transferred 
from rolls written for the most part on papyrus to codices 
written for the most part on vellum. The remains of ancient 
books which have been discovered among the ashes of Hercu- 
laneum and Pompeii and those which have been found in the 
Egyptian tombs are, if I mistake not, without exception in the 
form of the roll such as may be seen in the hands of the well- 
known Vatican Demosthenes. On the other hand, so far as 
I can remember, every single Biblical MS. now extant was 
originally whole or part, not of a roll but of a book which 
in outward shape and mechanical arrangement did not differ 
from our own. Even the fragments of the papyrus Psalter 
now in the British Museum, which Tischendorf thought to be 
as old as the oldest vellum MSS. {^quo nullus codicnm sacrorum 
antiquior videtur^), but which the Palaeographical Society's 
editors more probably assign to the sixth or seventh century ^, 
I imagine are not an instance to the contrary. Neither 
I gather are the still smaller fragments of the supposed 
Apocryphal Gospel discovered among the Fayum papyri*. 
Now the obvious difference between rolls and codices is that 
the latter might easily be made to hold much more written 
matter than the former. Hence while the roll, as a rule, only 
held a single book, and the length of books was adapted 
to the ordinary size of the rolls, a codex on the other hand 
would hold a number of books collected together in a single 
volume. The only bond of union for a collection of rolls was 
the case in which they were contained. But under these con- 
ditions there would be no particular order : one volume might 

' Proleg. in, V. T. Greee. p. Ix. 

= Pal. Soe. i. 38 : see the Table of Contents for corrected date. 

' Bickell in Texte «. Untersuch., v. 4. p. 487. 
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be taken out first at one time, another at another : the volumes 
might be numbered or marked in some way, but that had 
nothing to do with the structure of the case in which they 
were preserved. When the sheets of skin came to be folded 
and sewn together within the same binding all this was 
changed. Then the book which was written first always 
retained its place, and the others followed in regular sequence. 
Of course there might be a theoretical order in which the 
rolls were to be taken out of their case ; and that order might, 
as we have said, be indicated upon the roll ; but where there 
was no such theoretical order, which came first would be a 
matter of accident. The transference of a text from the roll 
to the codex was in that case the first step towards fixing the 
order of its different parts. 

It is an interesting question at what date this transference 
took place. It was clearly an event which affected the whole 
body of literature, and in a special sense the Books of the 
Bible, because their order and sequence were not in many cases 
determined for them by their subject-matter. Birt, to whom 
belongs the honour of first bringing out the significance of 
these facts, placed the time of transition about the middle of 
the fourth century^. Jerome, he said, was the first scholar to 
possess a whole library in codices. He also pointed out how 
Acacius and Euzoius in the middle of the century found it 
necessary to renew upon parchment the worn-out collection of 
Origen's books at Caesarea [corruptam jam hihliothecam Originis 
in memhranis instaurare) ^. These are no doubt two important 
landmarks. Yet in the case of the Bible at least we must go 
back beyond the middle of the fourth century. Bibles, which 
were in constant use, would need to be made of strong material ; 
and the form of the codex would be more compact and con- 
venient than that of the roll. Hence, as Birt remarks, the 
Sacred Books of the Christians (liturgical books as well as 

' Das antiJce Buchwesen, p. 115. 
De Vir. III. oxiii. A trace of Euzoius' work still remains in a MS. of 
Philo (see Cohn. Philon. Alex. Libell. de Opif. Mundi, p. ii). 
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Bibles), and law-books would naturally be the first to be 
systematically written in bound volumes formed by the 
stitched sheets of vellum. There is abundant historical evidence 
that this was the case. The First persecuting Edict of Dio- 
cletian, issued in Feb. 303, was aimed specially against the 
Christian Books. But we have a number of documents — mainly 
Acts of Martyrs and documents relating to the beginnings of 
the Donatist controversy— which describe the course of the 
persecution which followed. These show at once what a number 
oi codices the Christian Churches must have possessed. Take for 
instance the account of a police raid at Cirta (now Constantino) 
in Numidia, commonly known as the Gesta apiid ZenopUlum ^. 
A demand is made for books : the library of the Church is 
found empty, but the police go on to pay domiciliary visits to 
the houses of the Church officials. One Catulinus brings out 
a ' very large codex ' (codtcem unum pernimmm majorem : shall 
we say like the Codex Amiatinus ?). Eugenius produces four 
codices ; Felix, five ; Victorinus, eight ; Projectus, five large 
and two small (all codices, be it remarked). Victor the school- 
master [fframmaticus) brings out two codices and four ' quinions' 
(i.e. apparently the loose sheets, or gatherings, not yet sewn 
together into a book). Coddeo is not at home, but his wife 
gives the constables six codices. All this is the product of 
a single round. And many other data of the same kind, though 
not perhaps quite so striking, may be adduced^. A few 
instances occur of rolls, but codices largely predominate. The 
change then, so far at least as Church books are concerned, 
was already accomplished at the beginning of the fourth 
century, and is thus thrown back some way into the third. 
Yet we cannot go beyond the beginning of that century; for 

' Eouth, Rell. Sacr. iv. 320 ff. 

' For further details I may perhaps be allowed to refer to an Introduction 
to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament which I have for some time 
been preparing. This part was written before the appearance of Zahn's 
recent volume in which he has called attention to some of the same phenomena. 
But the real merit belongs to Birt : we have only applied his investigations to 
the New Testament. 
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it is cleai- from the language used by the Roman lawyers that 
at that date papyrus rolls were still the rule and anything 
else the exception. It has to be explained that in legacies 
under the term ' books' are included not only rolls of papyrus 
but membranae et pUlyrae (i.e. parchment and tablets pre- 
pared from the bark of the linden-tree) : codices also are to 
go with the bequest because under the name ' books ' are to 
be reckoned not only volumina chartarum (the technical terms 
for papyrus rolls), but any written matter of a given length ^. 
We gather from this that the vellum codex was coming in, 
but was not yet common. 

It has been said that the order of volumes in any particular 
case might be determined independently of their mechanical 
arransrement. Such would seem to have been the case with 
the Old Testament. There is said to have been a tradition 
on the subject which was already commented upon by the 
Talmudists of the third century^. The order of the Books 
would seem to have been to some extent fixed when Melito 
made his journey to Palestine with the express object of find- 
ing out ' what was the number and what the order ' of the 
different parts of the Sacred Volume. And Athanasius again 
implies that there was a more or less settled order when he 
begins his catalogue by saying that the Books are ' in order 
and name ' as he enumerates them ^. Still our lists show that 
there was a good deal of variety. We see how different prin- 
ciples of aiTangement were at work, and covered some a 
greater area and some a less. The Jews reckoned twenty-four 
books to the Old Testament. According to Fiirst * this reck- 
oning was derived from Babylonia. It is however already 
found in 4 Ezra xiv. 44 (in the Syriac and Arabic versions ^, 

• PauU Sentent. iii. 6. 87 (ed. Kriiger). 

° Eab (0. 167-247 A.D.) and Johanan (c. 199-279 A.D.). See Fiirat, Kan. d. 
A. T. p. 4. 

' Ap. Westoott, Can. p. 554. 

* Loc. cit. 

' It is natural to ask what ia the relation of the Arabic to the Syriac version ? 
Antecedently we might have expected that they would not be independent 
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not in the Latin, Armenian, or Aethiopic). How it came there 
must be left an open question. Among Christian writers we 
find it in Hilary of Poitiers, Jerome, and the Cheltenham 
Index; to which must be added Vietorinus Petavionensis, 
whose commentary on the Apocalypse was written before the 
persecution of Diocletian, to which he fell a victim, and 
Pseudo-Tertullian. The number may have been originally 
suggested by the Jewish tradition, with which Jerome at 
least would be familiar. The Christian writers, however, 
do not associate it with the same allegories as the Jews ■', 
but give explanations of their own. The coincidence here 
between Jerome and the Cheltenham Index is remark- 
able. The obvious conclusion would be that Jerome is the 
source from which the number in the Index is derived, 
together with the reference to the 'twenty-four elders.' 
This conclusion however is by no means certain, or rather it 
is distinctly improbable. There are two broadly marked 
stages in the tradition as it appears in the Cheltenham MS. : 
the fii-st is that of the majores or immediate predeces- 
sors of the writer himself; and then behind these there 
are the seniores ^, who seem to be no other than ' the elders ' 

authorities : the point does not seem to have been fully considered by the 
Editors. The reading in question is one which might throw light on the origin 
of these versions. 

' The Eabbis regarded the 24 books as symbolised in the 24 ' watches ' of 
the Temple (Neh. xii. 9, etc.), which were again connected with Eccl. xii. 11, 
or with the 24 ornaments of the ' daughters of Zion ' (i. e. the Synagogue) in 
Isa. iii. 18 ff. (Fiirst, p. 3). 

' There is at first sight a little difficulty in the change from majores 
to seniores. The author probably made deliberate use of different words in 
order to distinguish the different times of which he is speaking. It is however 
interesting to note that there is a like interchange in the African texts : majores 
mtu occurring in Mark viii. 31 (k), Luke vii. 3 (e), xx. i (e), and seniores in 
Mark xi. 27 (Jc), xiv. 43, 53 (i), xv. i (i). Compare also the Latin version of 
Firmilian's letter to Cyprian, ed. Hartel, p. 812, 1. 22 (seniores), p. 814, 1. 30 
(majores natu). I rather doubt if majores natu would have occurred in any 
other than an African document. The second seniores must I think correspond 
to the seniores so often mentioned in the Latin Irenaeus, etc. I agree with 
Zahn, as against Weiss, that it is impossible to make it refer to the elders of 
the Apocalypse. [Zahn has since withdrawn his view and now takes seniores 
in both places of the elders of the Apocalypse {Gesch. d. Kan. ii. 148 n).] 
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of the generation succeeding the Apostles, of whom we hear 
so much in the literature of the second century. But if this 
is so, we are carried back some way beyond Jerome. That the 
numbering twenty-four Books was really current in Christian 
circles before Jerome is clear from the words of Victorinus : 
Alae senae sunt testimonia veteris testamenti librorum, ideoque 
viginti quatuor faciunt tot numeros, quot et seniores super tri- 
hunalia . . . su?it autem lihri veteris testamenti qui accipiuntur 
viginti quatuor, quos in epitomis T/ieodori invenies ^. Not only 
does Victorinus himself adopt the reckoning, but he refers back 
for it to an older work, the Epitomae of Theodorus. It appears 
natural and almost obvious to identify this with the Epitomae 
ece Theodoto which are printed with the works of Clement 
of Alexandria ^, and which Zahn supposes to have originally 
belonged to Book VIII of the Stromateis ; nor is it quite de- 
cisive against this identification that the passage in question 
is not found in the Epitomae as they have come down to us. 
Whether or not they have this origin, the Epitomae of Vic- 
torinus are an authority older than the year 300. The poem 
of Pseudo-Tertullian against Marcion (which is thought to 
have been written in the third quarter of the fourth century) 
has the same number and the same allegory ^- Hilary, it will 
be observed, gives a difierent interpretation of the number, 
bringing in the Greek alphabet instead of the Hebrew, but the 
number itself he probably got from the same ancient tradition 
as Victorinus, Pseudo-Tertullian, and the Cheltenham List. 

The dominant reckoning in the early Church was clearly 
twenty-two books, corresponding to the twenty-two letters of 
the Hebrew alphabet (not counting doubles). This reckoning 
appears in Melito, Origen, Athanasius, Cyril of Jerusalem, 
Epiphanius, Gregory Nazianzen, Leontius, Nicephorus, John 
of Damascus ; in other words, all over the East. When we 

' Vict. Petav. ed. Migne Tatr. Lat. v. 325. I owe this important refer- 
ence and the next to Zahn. 
^ Suppl. Clement, p. 1 29. 
" iv. 194-200; Comp. Ox^. Proleg. de Carm. adv. Marc. 1888, pp. 6, 33. 
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remember that it is also found in Josephus, that Origen was 

in communication with Jews, and that Epiphanius possessed 

some knowledge of Hebrew, we can have little doubt that it 

represents a tradition of the Palestinian (and probably also of 

the Alexandrian) Jews, and that it was ultimately derived 

from them. Hilary of Poitiers was in such intimate relations 

with Athanasius and the leaders of the Nicene party that we 

cannot wonder at his expressing the same idea, and the 

striking coincidence between Jerome and Epiphanius would 

naturally arise from the identity of the conditions by which 

they were surrounded — Epiphanius at Eleutheropolis and 

Jerome at Bethlehem, i.e. about twenty-five miles from 

each other, though they were not both in Palestine quite at 

the same time. Among the widespread consensus of the 

Eastern Church there is clearly marked off a group within the 

group of Palestinian writers, and consisting of Epiphanius, 

Jerome, and John of Damascus, who raise the twenty-two 

books to twenty-seven, but still keep up the parallelism to the 

Hebrew alphabet by adding on the one hand the double books 

and on the other hand the letters which might be regarded 

as doubles. There is a difference on one point as to the way 

in which the doubles are taken. The three writers are all 

agreed as to the double letters (Capb, Mem, Nun, Pe, Sade, 

Trol. Galeat.), but the pairs of books stand thus : — 

Epiphanius and Jerome. 
John of Damascus. 

Judges ) I' 2 Sam. 

Ruth i i> 2 Kings 

I, 2 Kings i> 2 Chron. 

3, 4 Kings 1. 2 Esd. 

I, 2 Chron. J^*"- I 

I, 2 Esd. Lam. J 

We seem to have here two slightly divergent forms, which 
might be called respectively Jewish and Hellenistic, of the 
same tradition. Jerome, as we should expect, draws from 
the first ; Epiphanius and John Damascene from the second. 
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The latter writers are clearly not independent of each other. 
Epiphanius, it is true, curiously puts Chronicles before Kings, 
and puts the poetical books before the Hagiographa, but the 
essential structure of the two lists is evidently the same ; and 
in both eases Wisdom and Eeclesiasticus are placed outside the 
list and described in equivalent language. John of Damascus has 
in fact simply given a rather free paraphrase of his predecessor. 

The identity of structure in the lists of which we are 
speaking comes out on a point on which we have not aa 
yet laid stress — the deliberate arrangement in Pentateuchs. 
This might be said to be characteristic not only of Palestine 
but specially of Jerusalem. It is found before Epiphanius 
in Cyril of Jerusalem, and before John of Damascus in an- 
other inmate of the same cloister, Leontius, whose common 
epithet ' Leontius of Byzantium ' disguises the fact that he 
spent most of his days in the monastery of St. Saba which 
overlooks the gorge of the Kedron. Traces of this arrange- 
ment, however, less completely carried out, appear in Gregory 
Nazianzen and Amphilochius ; so that the germs of it would 
seem to have travelled into Asia Minor. Nothing corre- 
sponding to it is found in the West ; and it does not seem to 
have exercised any influence on the Cheltenham List. 

Jerome cannot be classed with the writers of the West. 
The tradition which he represents is the Hebrew tradition. 
He has adhered to this closely, except that to keep the num- 
ber 22 he reduces the Hagiographa from 11 to 9 by uniting, 
according to Hellenistic usage, Ruth to Judges, and Lamen- 
tations to Jeremiah. At the same time he distinctly notes 
the fact that there were some who separated these books and 
placed them among the Hagiographa, so making the total 
number 24, with the Elders of the Apocalypse. This higher 
total, as we have seen, has passed into the Cheltenham List. 
The other reckonings need not detain us. Augustine makes 
a total of 44 books, counting each book in his Canon singly. 
This would agree with the result which Cassiodorius in 
rather obscui-e language ascribes to Hilary of Poitiers, 
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Rufinus, and Epiphanius, and Cod. Amiatinus to Hilaiy 
and Epiphanius, according to which the total of Old and 
New Testaments together was 70 books, corresponding to 
the 7° palm-trees of Elim^. There is no connexion be- 
tween this and the 60 books of Anastasius Sinaita or Cod. 
Baroc. 206. The classification of Junilius is based upon 
logical categories, and does not represent a tradition. The 
Roman lists which bear the names of Innocent and Gelasius, 
and the Spanish list of Isidore of Seville, do not give any 
numerical summary. We observe, however, that the massing 
together of ' sixteen Prophets ' is common to all three ; and 
in other respects they resemble each other. The Canon of 
Isidore probably had its origin in Rome. 

There are several remarkable phenomena in the details of 
the Cheltenham List. Foremost among them is the peculiar 
order of the books, Numbers and Leviticus. Strange to say 
this has a parallel so far away as Melito and Leontius. 
The occurrence of these parallels shows that the phenomenon 
is not purely accidental. Most of the more fundamental 
peculiarities of the Latin Bible can be traced back to Syria. 
Here is one which must have been always confined to a few 
copies, but which was perpetuated through them in regions 
as far apart as Syria and Africa. 

It is characteristic of the Cheltenham List to group toge- 
gether the several books of the Heptateuch 2. That this 
grouping is intentional is clearly seen from the sticho- 
metry. 

Another characteristic point is the combining of Rath 
with Kings rather than with Judges. For proof that this 
was done we turn again to the stichometry. Mommsen 

1 See the Essay on Cod. Amiatinus, Stud. BiU. ii. 294. There is some 
confusion between the Hilarys : Cassiodorius speaks of the bishop of Poitiers, 
Cod. Amiat. of the bishop of Borne : the first is probably meant, though the 
Canon given is not his (Corssen in Jahrl.f. proi. Theol. 1883, p. 626). 

' For references as to the use of the word hepfateuehm (or heptaticus, as 
it often appears) see Mayor, Latin SeptateucA, p. xxxvi (1889). It seems to 
have been widely diffused. 

VOL. III. K 
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remarked upon the apparent discrepancy between the single 
items for the Books of Kings and the total. This discrepancy- 
is removed when we take ia the (corrected) stichometry for 
Euth. We thus obtain a further coincidence with St. Au- 
gustine, who speaks of the lihellm Ruth, qui magis ad Begnornm 
principium videtur pertinere. 

The recognition of two Books of Maccabees is not very 
distinctive except so far as it marks off the Cheltenham List 
from the list in Cod. Claromontanus. We cannot be quite sure 
that the omission of lib, tertius in this may not be accidental. 
The author of the list was evidently acquainted with four 
Books, as he speaks of liher quartus. If his omission of Lib. 
Ill was deliberate we should then have a parallel in the 
Apostolic Canons and in Nicephorus — another instance of the 
meeting of geographical extremes. 

The order Tobit, Esther, Judith is again common in 
the Cheltenham List and St. Augustine, but is also shared by 
the Roman lists and Isidore of Seville. 

The express mention of 151 Psalms stands over against an 
equally express mention of 150 Psalms in the Greek list 
added to the Canons of Laodicea and in that of the Apo- 
stolic Canons, with the Gelasian Decretal. It has a parallel 
in the MSS. « AB. The mention of five Books of Psalms 
is peculiar to Cod. Amiatinus. It is rejected by Hilary, 
and though known to was not adopted by Jerome. Kriiger 
has noticed^ the curious fact that in Lucifer's Codex the 
Books of Psalms seem to have been broken up, Pss. ix-lxi 
coming between Chronicles and Proverbs, Pss. Ixxvii-cxviii 
between Proverbs and Wisdom, and Pss. cxxx-cxlv between 
Wisdom and Ecclesiastes — a sort of rough chronological 
arrangement according to the traditions of authorship. As 
however these divisions do not correspond to the actual 
arrangement in Books (the true breaks are at Pss. xli, Ixxii, 
Ixxxix, cvi), some doubt is thrown upon the whole theory. 

The question as to the Books of Solomon must be allowed 

' Lucifer von Calaris, p. iii f. (Leipzig, i886). 
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to stand over until we come to deal with the stichometry. 
If it was really intended to include five Books, the Chelten- 
ham List would agree with nearly all the other Latin lists 
except Hilary and Jerome. 

The last point we need notice is another link of connexion 
with St. Augustine— the placing of Daniel before Ezekiel. 
This is found also in Hilary of Poitiers. 

Speaking summarily, we may say that the conspicuous 
features in the Cheltenham List are its points of contact 
with St. Augustine and its marked coincidence with St. 
Jerome as to the number of the Books, which may however 
have had an earlier origin. 



II. The Canon and Order of the Books of 
THE New Testament. 

The first question that meets us in passing to the New 
Testament is, what exactly we are to understand by the 
peculiar treatment of the Catholic Epistles ? Two alterna- 
tive views have been put forward. Zahn was of opinion 
that the author of the list had before him a catalogue con- 
taining the full number of three Epistles of St. John and 
two of St. Peter, but while himself transcribing this he at 
the same time inserted a protest in favour of the single 
Epistle in each case which he had himself been in the habit 
of recognising ^- Harnack speaks rather doubtfully, but ap- 
pears to think it possible that in una sola (repeated) reference 
was originally intended to the two Epistles of St. James and 
St. Jude ^- Of these views I should have little hesitation 
in choosing the first. On the other hypothesis there is no 
suflScient reason for the epithet sola : single books in juxta- 
position with double or multiple books are common enough 
throughout the lists and nowhere else have attention specially 

' Cp. Mommsen, p. 148; Z.f. Tcirehl. Wiss., p. 117. 
^ TheoL Literaturzeitung, 1886, col. 173. 
R 2, 
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called to them in this way. But we shall see hefore 
we have done that the list in its present form includes more 
than one stage in the history of the Canon : it contains 
both early elements and late elements : and here they meet 
side by side. That this is so is confirmed by the peculiar 
order, i St. John following directly upon Apocalypse, which 
we shall see to be an early order. 

It would hardly repay us to draw out in full a table of 
parallel lists as we have done for the Old Testament. The 
Muratorian Fragment is the only New Testament list which 
is older than the fourth century, and by that time the lists did 
not differ very much in their contents. We need to go behind 
them if we are to come upon anything really significant. 
In seeking for this we shall probably do well to concentrate 
our attention upon each in turn of the salient points pre- 
sented by the Cheltenham Index. These will be, (i) the 
omission of Hebrews, (ii) the inclusion of the Apocalypse, 
(iii) the abridged list of Catholic Epistles, (iv) the order of 
these Epistles, (v) the order of the Gospels, (vi) the order 
of the different parts of the collection. 

The omission of Hebrews and inclusion of the Apocalypse 
at once mark the Hst as "Western. At the same time both 
are consistent with any part of the West. So far as they 
are concerned, the list might have been made either in 
Gaul, Rome, or Africa. It seems however to be a fair in- 
ference that, if made in Africa, it was probably earlier than 
the Council of Carthage in 397, which expressly admits it 
as (in some sense) St. Paul's, though it is separated from 
the other Epistles. The influence of St. Augustine appears 
finally to have decided its place in the African Canon. 
By this time, too, it was pretty generally accepted. The 
high authority of Jerome was thrown into the scale in its 
favour. Without categorically asserting it to be St. Paul's, he 
contended strongly for its canonicity. It had been acknow- 
ledged before Jerome by Lucifer and Rufinus ; it has the 
sanction of Pope Innocent, and appears in the Gelasian List. 
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There is therefore a clear presumption that a list which 
omits Hebrews is not later than the end of the fourth 
century. 

A more special interest attaches to the treatment of the 
Catholic Epistles. Before going into further details, let us 
first take a survey of the position of these Epistles in the 
early Church. There was one quarter of the Christian 
world in which for a time at least no Epistles at all were 
admitted, except the collection which bore the name of St. 
Paul. The Doctrine of Addai, a work of the fourth or fifth 
century^, which however clearly embodies a very ancient 
tradition, describes the primitive usage of the Church of 
Edessa : ' The Law and the Prophets and the Gospel in which 
ye read every day before the people, and the Epistles of Paul 
which Simon Cephas sent us from the city of Rome, and the 
Acts of the Twelve Apostles which John the son of Zebedee 
sent from Ephesus ; in these writings shall ye read in the 
Churches of Christ, and along with them shall ye read 
nothing besides, because there is nothing else in which is 
written the truth which ye possess, besides these writings 
which ye hold fast in the faith to which ye are called^.' 
We cannot be surprised that of the scattered writings which 
by degrees united to form the Greek Testament the out- 
lying members should have been slow to reach the Syriac- 
speaking Church. Conservative feeling would gather round 
the oldest form in which the Scriptures had been introduced. 
And there would at the same time be a natural tendency 
to guard against the apocryphal Gospels and other books 
which were especially rife in Syria and Palestine. There 
are three stages in the history of the Syrian Canon. The 
first ignored the Catholic Epistles (and the Apocalypse) 
altogether. This is represented by the Doctrine of Addai 

' It appears to be best assigned to the space between the years 390-430 : 
see Tixeront, ies Origines de Viglise d'idesae, p. 120 flf. (Paris, 1888). I 
am glad to have the opportunity of calling attention to this excellent piece of 
criticism from the school of the Abb^ Duchesne. 

2 Doct. Add., p. 46 {ap. Zahn, Gesch. d. neutest. Eanons, i. 373). 
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and by the Homilies of Aphraates, whicb are definitely dated 
between the years 336-345. The second stage is marked by 
the Peshitto Version, which has been called the Syriac 
Vulgate. As far back as this version can be traced it 
included three of the Catholic Epistles, St. James, St. Peter, 
I St. John. How far this stage overlapped the first it will 
need closer investigations than have yet been made to deter- 
mine. The great body of the Syrian Church accepted the 
three Epistles which are found in the Bibles alike of the 
Nestorians and of the Jacobites who broke away from orthodox 
standards in the fifth and sixth centuries. The Alexandrian 
merchant Cosmas Indicopleustes after he had become a 
monk {S'iS~$Al a.d.) defended himself from the charge of 
not making use of the CathoUe Epistles by appealing ex- 
pressly to the practice of the Syrian Church, which accepted 
only the three Epistles^. It has recently been proved, or 
at least made exceedingly probable, that the four disputed 
Epistles were first translated into Syriac as pai't of the 
Philoxenian Version, which took its name from the bishop 
of Hierapolis (Mabug), for whom it was made in the year 508. 
The Apocalypse seems to have been added in the revision of 
the Philoxenian by Thomas of Harkhel in 616 2- These were 
both Monophysite productions, and as late as the fourteenth 
century the Nestorian writer Ebed Jesu still preserves the 
old tradition which recognised no more than three Epistles. 
This is the third and last stage of the Syrian Canon. 
Ephrem in the fourth century stands (fc 373) rather outside 
it ; he appears to have used the fuller Canon of the Greeks 5. 
Yet later in the century even the Greek Church at Antioch 
clung to its narrower practice. Chrysostom used only the 
three Epistles ; and Junilius reduces the three to two (i St. 
Peter and i St. John). In this he appears to represent 
faithfully the master from whom his teaching was ultimately 

' See the quotation in Creduer, Kan., p. 191. 

2 See Gwynn, On a Syriac MS., in Trans, of Irish Academy, DubUn, 1S86. 

' Westcott, Can., p. 244, a. 
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derived, Theodore of Mopsuestia ^, Strictly speaking, there- 
fore, we should have to subdivide the opinions current in the 
Syrian Church both during the second and third of our periods. 
In the second we should have to note the difference between 
Chrysostom, Theodoret, and the main body of the Church 
who accepted three Catholic Epistles, and Theodore with his 
follower Paul of Nisibis, and doubtless others who under the 
attraction of so great a name would accept only two. 

In Palestine, Eusebius draws a distinction similar to that of 
Junilius (or Theodore). JuniHus admits that 'very many 
[quamplurimi) add' the five Epistles. Eusebius, while 
classing i St. Peter, i St. John as alone among the ' acknow- 
ledged ' books, places the five Epistles in the next grade to 
them as yvcapiixoi toIs TroAAots ^. For the Churches of Asia 
Minor we have hardly any evidence between the second 
century and the latter part of the fonrth. The evidence for 
I St. Peter and i St. John goes back to Papias and Poly- 
carp and sub-apostolic times. Irenaeus too may be taken as 
embodying the witness of these Churches, and he dis- 
tinctly recognises both Epistles. But for the rest a slight 
or doubtful allusion to a St. Peter by Firmilian, bishop of 
Caesarea in Cappadocia, is about all that meets us until we 
come to the writers of the later period of the Arian contro- 
versy. Gregory Nazianzen (f 391) recognises seven Epistles j 
Amphilochius of Iconium (c. 380 a.d.) recognises seven, 
though he also notices the other opinion which limited them 
to three. Asia Minor thus reflects the state of things which 
was becoming more and more general throughout the East* 
The smaller collection of three Epistles is not yet suppressed ; 
it survives with the greatest tenacity in the district of which 
Antioch was the centre : but the longer list is in the ascendant. 
On this side is thrown the weighty influence of Athanasius. 
On it are found ecclesiastical documents Uke the Apostolic 

' Ibid., p. 443 ; comp. Kihn, Theodor von Mopsuestia, p. 333 fF. (Freiburg 
i. B., 1880). 
= M. E., iii. 25. 3. 
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Canons and the list which came to be appended to the Canons 
of Laodicea. In Palestine a strong phalanx rallies round the 
longer list. It is adopted by Cyril of Jerusalem (f 386), and 
after him by Epiphanius (f 403). Leontius, who wrote from 
the famous monastery of St. Saba in the sixth century, adopts 
it. It is taken up by John of Damascus in the eighth, and 
endorsed by Nicephorus patriarch of Constantinople at the 
beginning of the ninth. 

What was the ultimate centre in which this consensus 
originated? Was it in the home of Athanasius, or was it 
further north? It is quite possible that it began to strike 
root in several centres at once. But in any case Alexandria 
must have had a large share in it. It is there that we find 
the earliest traces of the minor Epistles. I rather hesitate to 
assume with Zahn that Clement in his Rypotyposes commented 
strictly upon all our present Catholic Epistles^. True, 
Eusebius says that he 'commented on nearly the whole of 
the Canonical {kvhia.O-r\Kov) Scripture, not omitting the disputed 
portions, viz. the Epistle of Jude and the rest of the Catholic 
Epistles^;' and Photius also states that the work consisted 
of interpretations of Genesis, Exodus, the Psalms, the Epistles 
of St. Paul, the Catholic Epistles {iSiv KadoXiK&p), and Eccle- 
siastes ^. But are we to take these expressions quite literally ? 
Clearly if the description of Photius is correct we must dis- 
count very largely Eusebius' ' nearly the whole of the 
Canonical Scripture *.' Now a Latin version of notes on 
I Peter, Jude, i, 2 John has come down to us, professedly 
from the Kypoty poses ^. It appears probable that this version 

' Forschungen, in. 153 ; Q-esch. d. Kan., i. 310 f. 

' a. JS., vi. 14. I. 5 Bill. Cod. 109. 

' A similar exaggeration is found in Cassiodoriua : Ferunt Hague scripturas 
diiiiias V. et N. T. ab ipso principio usque ad finem Graeco sermone de- 
clarasse Clementem Alexandrinum nomine Siromateum, etc. Cassiodorius had 
only seen a small part of this work : he spoke from hearsay, and was probably 
misled by the fact that it began with Genesis, and included the Catholic Epistles 
and the Epistles of St. Paul, which were all but the end of his own Bible. 

" Cassiodorius is made to say {Inst. 8) that he had Clement's notes trans- 
lated on I Peter, i and 3 John, and James instead of Jude, but it seems simplest 
to suppose either that he made a slip of memory or that his text is corrupt. 
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was that of the genuine Clement made for Cassiodorius from 
the occurrence of one passage under Clement's name in the 
so-called Parallela Sacra of John of Damascus. The work 
in question may be an abridgement, but if it ever con- 
tained more Epistles than those named, Cassiodorius at 
least knew nothing of them. There is also the further coinci- 
dence that the Epistles omitted are just those of which no 
trace occurs in the rest of Clement's writings. All this raises 
a presumption against the strict accuracy of Eusebius ; and 
when we remember that ' the Catholic Epistles ' were not to 
him a fixed collection in the sense in which they are to us, 
and that he himself regarded both St. Jude and % St. John as 
disputed, his language seems to be sufficiently satisfied by 
the presence of comments on these Epistles. And if the 
description in Eusebius is satisfied, still more the less definite 
language of Photius. At any rate it does not seem to me 
safe to go beyond the warrant of our actually existing text. 
Zahn himself has surely supplied a warning against his own 
reconstruction when it leads him to interpose the treatment of 
several other Epistles between that of i and 3 St. Peter ^. I 
incline to think that Clement did not comment on more of 
the Catholic Epistles than are contained in the Latin 
Version, and that he dealt with them in the order in which 
they have come down to us, viz. i St. Peter, St. Jude, i, 3 
(not 3) St. John. I believe that Origen was acquainted with 
all the Catholic Epistles, but was aware of the existence of 
doubts about some of them^ and did not care to commit himself 
to a direct afiirmation about them. The clearest passage for 
3 St. Peter, 2, 3 St. John is no doubt open to suspicion as 
having passed through the hands of Rufinus. Still in this 
particular portion Rufinus claims to have simply reproduced 
his original, and the passage has every appearance of being 



' Foi-sch., iii. 156. In this section I have freely used Zahn's data, though 
I differ from his conclusions. At the same time I admit that he has a case, 
and may possibly be right in his main position. 
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londcred. literally ^. The trumpet-blasts which brought down 
the walls of Jericho are compared to those which are blown 
by Evangelists and Apostles in the books of the New Testa- 
ment : ' Peter also rings loud with the two-fold trumpet of his 
Epistles, and with him James and Jude. Nor is this all, but 
in addition John too sounds the trumpet with his Epistles 
and Apocalypse, and Luke setting down in writing the Acts 
of the Apostles ^.' The text of these Homilies rests on good 
authority, so that I do not think we need pay much attention 
to a singular reading in the Jumieges MS. ex trihus tubis for 
duabus applied to St. Peter's Epistles: it would not be 
difficult to account for as a corruption. St. James Origen 
quotes in other places as a ' current ' Epistle ; St. Jude he 
quotes with a more decided ascription of authority ; 2 St. Peter 
and a, 3 St. John he does not quote and describes as doubtful ^. 
We have just seen that the Latin translation of the 
Hypoiyposes contains comments on two Epistles only of 
St. John, and we declined to go behind this and to assume 
that Clement originally had before him three Epistles. It is 
quite true that the author of the Second Epistle must also 
have been the author of the Third, and that evidence for the 
one is practically evidence also for the other ; but it is best 
to treat indirect evidence as really indirect and not to make it 
appear more than it is. We should naturally have expected 
that the two Epistles would circulate together. But it does 
not seem to have been so. The state of things in the West 
presents a remarkable parallel to what we find in the second 
century at Alexandria. The Muratorian Fragment expressly 
acknowledges ' ^ pair of Epistles with " John" for their title ' 
(super scriptl Johan7iis duas) *. Irenaeus quotes the First and 
Second Epistle, not the Third. In Africa too, though there 
are abundant traces of the First Epistle both in TertuUian and 

' Cf. Peror. JEp. ad Rom. : quae in Jesu Nave scripsimus simpliciter ex- 
pressimus ut invenimws. 

' Horn, in lib. Jem Nave, vii. 2. = Eus., 3. E. vi. 25. 

' The MS. is corrupt here, and I should certainly myself prefer mper- 
scriptae Johannis dtiae as more simple and natural. 
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Cyprian, and though there is a clear quotation from the 
Second Epistle afc the Council of Carthage {"i^S a.d.)^, 
there is no trace whatever of the Third Epistle. Even as 
late as the fourth century Lucifer Calaritanus quotes 
several consecutive verses of the Second Epistle, but shows 
no sign of its companion. Priscillian also, though he quotes 
six out of the seven Epistles, does not quote 3 St. John. All 
this might be accident so far as the quotations are concerned, 
but it is not an accident in the Muratorian Fragment ; 
and the phenomena seem to hang together. The so-called 
Damasus-recension of the Gelasian Decretal, the oldest MS. 
of which is of the eighth or ninth century, ascribes a, 3 St. 
John to the Presbyter and not to the Apostle ^. 

For % St. Peter there is no clear Ante-Nicene evidence in 
the West. It appears to have come in with the great col- 
lections in the next century. It is found in the lists of 
Philastrius of Brescia (f c. 387) and of Rufinus (f 410) ; it was 
included in the Canon of St. Augustine and St. Jerome ; it 
appears in the Roman lists of Innocent and Gelasius, and it 
is found also in that of Isidore of Seville. Cassiodorius does 
not seem to have been acquainted with it except through the 
commentary of Didymus. 

More remarkable than the protest of the Cheltenham List 
against a St. Peter is its complete silence about the Epistles 
of St. James and St. Jude. The reluctance of the author 
to follow the copy which he has before him seems to increase 
as he goes on. In the case of 2, 3 St. John and a St. Peter 
he contents himself with adding his own una sola, but when 
he comes to the two remaining Epistles he refuses to set 
them down at all. The two Epistles do not stand upon the 
same footing in regard to their history in the West. The 
Epistle of St. Jude is well attested both at Rome and Car- 
thage. It is expressly recognised in the Muratorian Frag- 

' Cypriani O-p-p., p. 459 (ed. Hartel). 

' Hefele, ii. 619; Westcott, p. 573. So also a tradition known to St. 
Jerome {Yi/r. III. 18). 
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ment ; Tertullian appeals to it by name ; and it is clearly 
fjuoted by the anonymous writer against Novatian. These 
facts show that though it may not have been very widely 
known (there are no traces of it in Irenaeus, Cyprian, or Hip- 
polytus, so far as extant writings go), it yet had a firm lodg- 
ment in certain quarters. The Epistle of St. James, on the 
other hand, though there are a good many coincidences with 
it which do not certainly prove use in the earliest Western 
literature — Clement of Rome and Hermas, from that point 
passes out of sight in the West until it reappears in the 
complete lists of the fourth and fifth centuries. In spite of 
this, however, I believe that it must have been known in the 
West for some time before this reappearance. I ground this 
belief on the diversity of the Latin texts in which it is found 
towards the end of the fourth century. Some of the materials 
bearing upon this point were collected in the first volume of 
Stiulla Biblica ^ ; but I should not like to pronounce definitely 
upon them until they can be taken along with a more com- 
j)rehensive view of the Old-Latin Version as a whole, and 
especially of the place in it of the Catholic Epistles. In any 
case the absence of these two Epistles from the Cheltenham 
List must increase the probability that the compiler did his 
work before the year 400. 

Having arrived at this point, and sufficiently explained 
the qualifications to which the evidence is subject, we may 
perhaps for the sake of clearness give a tabular view of the 
history of the disputed books. It must be understood that 
inferential evidence is not admitted : it therefore must not be 
assumed that silence necessarily means rejection. Express testi- 
mony is indicated by larger type ; the fact of quotation only by 
smaller type. Doubtful recognition or recognition on a con- 
fessedly lower level is denoted by placing the book in question 
below a single line ; express or clear exclusion is denoted by 
placing it below double lines. Where the order of the books 
is not clearly indicated that of our own Bibles is followed. 

' See the two Essays on the Corbey St. James, pp. 113 if., 233 flf. 
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[Advantage may be taken of a blank page to point out tbe 
interesting coincidences which would result if it were true^ as 
suggested on p. 359> that the final digesting of the Canon of 
the Disputed Books, and especially of the Catholic Epistles, 
proceeded from Jerusalem. The data seem to tend in this 
direction. It will be seen that there is a striking resemblance 
between the Canon of Cyril of Jerusalem and the supposititious 
Canon of Laodicea — a resemblance which really runs through 
the Old Testament as well as the New. This resemblance 
extends to the omission of Apoc.^ which is supplied by 
Epiphanius. Nor can we help being struck by the few 
points which separate the Canon of Cyril of Jerusalem, both 
as to order and contents, from that of our own Bibles. Now 
Dr. Hort has shown how much the Church of Jerusalem 
contributed towards the composition of the Creed which 
wrongly bears the name of Nicaea. And we are reminded 
further of the important place which was held among the 
usages of the East by the Liturgy of St. James. This 
liturgy supplied the base of that which is still in use among 
the Syrian Jacobites, and the traces of it go back to St. 
Jerome ^. The difference in ultimate acceptance between it 
and the Nicene Creed would seem to be due to the fact 
that one did, and the other did not, make a conquest of 
Antioch and through Antioch of Constantinople. When the 
history of the Canon is thus viewed in connexion with the 
history of the Creeds and the history of liturgical usage, an 
interesting group of questions is raised, which will however 
need closer investigation.] 

[1 Duchesne, Origines du Culte Chretien, p. 66 (Paris, 1889).] 
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The order of the Books of the New Testament has been 
exhibited so fully and carefully by Dr. C. R. Gregory (after 
Credner and Westcott) that we need do little more than refer 
to his collections ^. He does not however bring out the point 
which is of most importance for our present enquiry. It is 
specially characteristic of the Cheltenham List that it places 
the Epistles (or Epistle) of St. John at the head of the 
Catholic Epistles and immediately after the Apocalypse. 
This is no doubt a survival from one of the very earliest 
stages in the history of the Western Canon, the attempt to 
form an Instrumentum Joannis corresponding to the collected 
body of St. Paul's Epistles. The phrase itself Instrumentum 
Joannis occurs in Tertullian, Be Resurrect. 38 : Male Beum 
norunt qui non putant ilium posse quod nan putant, et tamen 
sciunt potuisse, si instrumentum Joannis norunt. And it has 
been clearly proved, first by Credner, then by Volkmar in his 
additions to Credner, and lastly by Ronsch, that TertulHan 
had this arrangement ^. There is also some probability that 
it was adopted by Irenaeus ^. The author of the Muratorian 
Fragment however does not appear conscious of this attempt 
to combine the Johannean writings. And if in the East 
Clement of Alexandria may have done so, it can only have 
been in a different manner by placing St. John's last among 
the Catholic Epistles, and then letting it be followed by the 
Apocalypse. We have some reason to believe that he took 
the first step, but I do not know of any proof that he took 
the second. I doubt if any safe inference can be drawn as to 
the order of the books in Cyprian. There is Just this further 
trace of the old arrangement, that Innocent I. in his letter to 
Exsuperius * puts the three Epistles of St. John at the head 

' Froleg. to Tischendorf's N. T., ed. viii. p. 131 iF. 

' Cp. Credner, Gesch. d. netitest. Kanons, pp. 82, 364-370, 402 ; Eonscli, JV. T. 
TertulUan's, p. 528 flF. The arrangement is theoretical, and does not neces- 
sarily imply that Tertullian used a codex and not the rolls which predomi- 
nated in his day (see above, p. 234). 

' Volkmar ap. Credner, p. 377 ff. 

* Ap. Westcott, p. 571. 
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of the Catholic Epistles ; but all sense of the meaning of it 
has evidently been lost, because the Apocalypse comes after 
the Catholic Epistles and is separated from them by the 
Acts. It is rather surprising that Innocent should adopt the 
order he does, because the general tendency in the later 
Western lists, and the natural tendency especially at Rome, 
was to give the place of honour to St. Peter. How St. James 
came to take the lead in the East it is not quite easy to say. 
From the first appearance of the complete collection of seven 
Epistles it is the greatly predominant order. Nor is this merely 
the extension of an Antiochene order to Asia Minor and Con- 
stantinople. It is more firmly rooted at Jerusalem and in 
Palestine than at Antioch ; and it has also the authority of 
Athanasius at Alexandria. Jerusalem is the Church in which 
it is most probable that precedence would be given to St. 
James ; and it is possible that the collection of seven Epistles 
may have originated there : or if brought in the first in- 
stance from Egypt, it would seem to have been at Jerusalem 
that it first became established. I cannot however get beyond 
the region of speculation about this. 

The order of the Gospels in the Cheltenham List is very 
peculiar. To the best of my belief the only parallels to it 
ai-e the Curetonian Syriac and the sorcalled Commentary of 
Theophilus of Antioch, in the preface to which the Evangelical 
symbols are described in this order 1. It is possible that these 
coincidences may be accidental. When the Gospels first 
began to be written in codices, the order in which they came, 
unless it were determined by theoretical considerations, would 
be matter of accident. And the possible variations of four 
books are not so numerous that there would be any improb- 
ability in the independent occurrence of the same order in 
widely separated regions. It is however important to note, 
in the first place, that the order is such as would be produced 
by accident rather than by theory or reflection. The eharae- 
tieristically Western order— Matt., Joan., Luc, Marc— which 
1 Zahn, ForscTiungen, iii 31, 
S 2 
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is found in the majority of Latin and Graeeo-Latin MSS. 
(D, a h efff^ q), also in the Gothic Version and Apostolic 
Constitutions, and so far at least as the first two places are 
concerned in other authorities (D Paul, and Hilary of Poitiers), 
clearly rests upon the deliberate principle of placing the two 
Apostles first. The wide diffusion of this order in Western 
circles would tend to show that from the time when it was 
first fixed it was transmitted through copies made in codices : 
otherwise it would not have been preserved so free from 
variation. The sketch we have given of the incidents of 
Diocletian's persecution will show to what an extent the 
codex-iorra preponderated in the West. But if so, then it is 
very probable that an irregular order such as that of the 
Cheltenham List originated before the fixing of the order in 
codices, and apart from the main stream of Western trans- 
mission. The same would be true of the Curetonian Syriac. 
Are these two sets of phenomena — those of the fourth-century 
list and of the fifth-century MS. — connected ? We cannot 
be sure that they are ; but I am at the same time by no 
means sure that they are not. The points of contact between 
the Old- Latin Version and the older forms of the Syriac text 
are so many and so striking that they must have had a de- 
finite cause. Among the working hypotheses which well 
deserve to be kept in mind is the possibility that the first 
Latin Version of the New Testament may have been made, 
not on Latin ground at all, but in Antioch or Caesarea by 
some notarius or other Latin ofiicial in the suite of the pro- 
vincial governor. Several facts might be cited in favour of 
this view, but they are better kept in reserve for the present. 
I am not yet convinced that the hypothesis is right. Failing 
that, the alternative would be that a MS. or MSS. strongly 
marked with Syrian peculiarities was conveyed to the West 
and there made use of as a basis for the Latin translation. 
If this were so, the coincidence between our list and Cureton's 
Syriac would be equally accounted for, and there would be 
the same reason for referring it to an early stage in the his- 
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toiy of the Gospels. We are reminded of that other similar 
and not less striking coincidence in the order ' Numbers, 
Leviticus' between our list 'Leontius' and Nicephorus. Each 
strengthens the other and tends to diminish the presumption 
of accident. 

As for the order of the different divisions of the New Tes- 
tament — Evv., Epp. Paul., Act., Apoc, Cath. Epp. — the most 
important point is the juxtaposition of Apoc. and Epp. Joan., 
which has been already discussed. For the rest the nearest 
analogy is supplied by Cod. t<, several cursives, Epiphanius, 
the Peshitto, Jerome, etc., which have Evv., Epp. Paul.^ Act., 
Cath. Epp., Apoc. But the principle of combining St. John's 
writings into an Instrumentum Joanneum has been abandoned. 
If any principle of grouping has been at work it might be 
supposed to be the historical principle of arranging the parts 
in the order of their admission into the Canon. The corpus of 
St. Paul's Epistles was very nearly complete — in some regions 
it was probably quite complete — in the time of Marcion : 
and it would be not until after that date that the books of 
the New Testament were brought together as a whole. In 
the East, where the mass of the Greek MSS. were written, 
the addition of Epp. Cath. and Apoc. was the last stage in 
the formation of the Canon. 



III. The Stichometkies. 

The subject of Stichometries, like that of the order of the 
Books, needs a few words of introduction, that the reader may 
be placed abreast with the present state of investigation on 
the subject. The last fifty years ^ have seen a marked advance 
which to the best of my belief has not yet been recorded in 
English manuals — at least not in those which deal with the 

' It is necessary to go back thus far to Kitschl's Alexandrinische BMio- 
theken (1838) and Bisp. de Stichometr. deque Heliod. Supplement. (1840); 
both reprinted in Opitse. FUlol., Bd. i. But a general understanding on the 
subject haa only been recently arrived at. 



side at which it touches Biblical criticism. The pioneers 
bear illustrious names, Friedrich Ritschl in Germany and 
Charles Graux in France ^, in whose steps have followed Diels, 
Christ, Schanz, Birt, and a number of others^. And finally, 
the results obtained have been applied to the criticism of the 
New Testament in two elaborate articles in the American 
■Journal of Thilology for 1883 by the American and Cambridge 
scholar, Professor Rendel Harris. 

The first thing to be done is to clear the mind of a wide- 
spread and deep-rooted confusion between stichometry and 
that method of writing which is properly described as per cola 
et commata, or as we might say, ' by clause and sub-clause,' 
according to which each new clause or division of a clause had 
a line to itself^. Examples of this latter method may be 
seen in the famous MSS. Codd. Bezae and Claromontanus 
(D Ew. and D Paul.), on a still more minute scale of sub- 
division in our -own Cod. Laudianus (E Act.), or with a some- 
what different arrangement of the text in Cod. Amiatinus and 
many other MSS. of the Vulgate. Indeed most of the early 
MSS. of the Vulgate are written in this way, with some 
variety in the method of arrangement. See Pal. Soe. i. 16 
(Wordsworth's Z), 1 7 (S), 33 (X), 3 (Y), a36(Benevento Gospels) ; 
Zang. and Watt. 34 (F), 35 (A), ^6 (J), etc. ; also the Psalters, 
Pal. Soc. ii. 8, i. 1 8. The divisions here adopted being sense- 
divisions, the lines naturally varied in length : the essence of 
stichometry is that the lines are assumed to be uniform or as 
near uniform as possible *- The object of stichometiy was to 

' Revue de Philologie, N. S., ii. 97-143 (1878). 

' For references see the articles by Prof. Kendel Harris. 

' As the name o-ti'xos was used for the sense-line as well as the space-line 
(for instance the poetical Books of the 0. T. in which it was adopted were 
called, as we have seen, /3i;3Xoi o-xixiypcir), there was much excuse for the 
confusion of the two methods : and the eminent scholar Fr. Blass for a long 
time contended that the Stichometries related to the sense-line. He has 
however, in view of the overwhelming evidence brought against him, greatly 
modiHed his views, and in Iwan MMler's Handhuch, i. 314 ft, he frankly 
accepts his opponents' explanation for the greater part of the phenomena. 

* The most thorough treatment with which I am acquainted of the history 
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find a standard of measurement for literary works. Thanks to 
the researches of the scholars named above that standard had 
been discovered. It was for Greek writings the Homeric 
hexameter, averaging roughly sixteen syllables or thirty-sis 
letters in length. The starting-point was a passage of Galen ^, 
the conclusions drawn from which were verified by a large 
inductive examination of a number of the stichometrical data 
which have come down to us, e.g. for Herodotus, Thucydides, 
Demosthenes (very fully worked out by Christ), Eusebius 
{Praep. lEvang.), Gregory Nazianzen, etc. The great mass of 
the data agree excellently together ; but some anomalies re- 
main which still need explanation, and perhaps may require 
the assumption of a different standard. 

Such was the point which had been reached when the 
Cheltenham List was published. It was therefore a welcome 
surprise when the results, which had been hitherto to a large 
extent inferential, were on a sudden not only illustrated by 
their extension fi-om Greek to Latin, but also confirmed by 
a statement than which nothing could be more explicit. The 
whole secret was out. Not only the method of stichometries 
but their purpose (which had been also guessed) was explained. 
Conclusions which had been reached by a purely scientific 
process received a superfluous but none the less satisfactory 
verification. ' Inasmuch as the index of verses ( = stichometry) 
in the city of Rome is not clearly given, and elsewhere too 
through greed for gain they do not preserve it in full, I have 
gone through the books singly, counting sixteen syllables to 
the line, and have appended to every book the number of 
Virgilian hexameters ^.' The booksellers cheated their customers 



of oolometry aa applied to the New Testament is by Dr. P. Corssen in an essay 
recently published on Codd. D F G (Paul.). Professor Eendel Harris also 
deals satisfactorily with the subject. 

' Be Flac. Hijppoer., viii. 1 (ed. Kuhn, v. 155). 

* The text as it stands (see p. 224 above) is evidently corrupt. Monunsen 
proposes to throw out both posui and numerum : we might perhaps retain the 
latter and read versuum Virgilianorum (uersuu [or perhaps rather wersum as 
a vernacular form : see Neue, Formenlehre d. lat. Sprache, i. 360, and the 



by suppressing the stichometries, by which at once the pay of 
the scribe and the price of the book was reckoned, and were 
asking more than the book was worth : for this reason the 
author of the note (which the tenth-century copyist had tran- 
scribed) had taken care to set down a full stichometry in his 
margin. We observe in passing that the author was not 
himself writing in Rome, though he knew too weU the customs 
of the trade there. 

We may leave further details, such as the rate of pay for 
copying ^, and the possible existence of other standards besides 
the hexameter, for which reference may be made to Professor 
Rendel Hams's articles mentioned above, and go on at once 
to a comparison of the Cheltenham stichometry with others 
of the same kind. 

Stichometries of the Vulgate do not appear to be found in 
the oldest MSS. But they become fairly plentiful in MSS. 
of the ninth century and later. Professor S. Berger, whom 
I consulted, has been so good as to send me his notes of the 
readings of the following MSS. on doubtful points : — 

Par. Lat. i : a Bible presented to Charles the Bald by Count 

Vivianus and eleven monks of the abbey of St. Martin 

at Tours in the year 850. 
Par. Lat. 6 : a Bible probably of the tenth century. 
Par. Lat. 11 504 : a Bible of the ninth century. 
Par. Lat. 11532 ■" another of the same date. 
Par. Lat. 1 1514 : an Old Testament also of the ninth century. 

These three MSS. all came from St. Germain-des-Pres. 
Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 : ' Charlemagne's Bible ; ' early ninth 

century (Bp. Wordsworth's K). 

other authorities and instances quoted by Miododski, Anon. adv. Aleafores, 
P- 73) I1-] VirgilianoT),) : if it were clear that versum Virgilianum alone 
could = numerum i-ersuum Virgilianorum, Mommseu'a reading would be 
preferable. 

* This is given in Diocletian's Edict De pretiis rerum venalium (C. I. X., 
iii. 831). 
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Cod. Paulinus : the famous MS. from the Church of S. 
Paolo fuori le Mura, another Caroline MS. 

Cod. Vallicellianus : a MS. also of the ninth century, and like 
the two last presenting Alcuin's recension of the Vulgate 
(Bp. Wordsworth's V). 

I have further made use of — 
Cod. Bodl. Auct. E. inf. i, % (Hody's N. E. F. 6), which appears 
to be of the twelfth century. 

Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 (see above), from the Catalogue of 
Ancient MSB. 

Harley MS. 2805 : of the ninth century ; from the same source. 

And the list given by the Benedictine editors of St. Jerome 
(ed. Migne, vol. ix. p. 150 f.). "What are given as the 
Vulgate readings thus rest upon a strong consensus. 

It will be seen at a glance that the stichometry in the 
Cheltenham List is really that of the Vulgate. 

The Cheltenham stichometry is evidently in the main very 
correct. When the missing numbers are supplied from the 
best Vulgate MSS. for the Books of the Heptateuch the result 
agrees exactly with that in the List. When the Book of Ruth 
is taken with the Books of Kings, as we have seen that it 
ought to be taken, and when the one small and obvious 
correction of CCL for CCI has been made, the result again 
tallies with the items. For the succeeding Books down to 
the Book of Psalms (inclusive) the only item which does not 
correspond with the reading of the best MSS. is that for the 
Book of Job. Here, however. Par. Lat. 6 presents the same 
figures as the Cheltenham List. It is not until we get to 
the libb. Salomonis and the Major Prophets that any real diffi- 
culty arises. We may accept the figures given for Isaiah and 
Jeremiah; but there is clearly some mistake in those for 
Ezekiel and Daniel, and the summaries both for the Solomonic 
Books and for the Major Prophets must be wrong. I have 
suggested corrections for these last which are as near as it 



266 1 fie LlteUen/iam l^ist of the Lanomcai hooks, 



a 




<B 




a 




ot 








tn 




(U 




&H 




^ 




(D 




S 




m 




,d 




■M 




Vl 




o 




^ ^ 




cq 










1 




a] 


<1 


■P 


H 


O 


E^ 


H 


H 


T( 


n 


i-l 




o 


O 


2 


frl 


A 


m 




H 


ch 




O 


O 


V 






M 






<T> 


W 


a 


M 


r1 


CQ 



xa 






o 
O 




6 






O O O O 


O O 


O O 


O O 


O O 


O O 


a 


o 


o 


O O m LTi 


u^ O O 


O w^ 


-<!- O 


O O 


o o 




CO 


O \0 tr^lr^ 


CS CO IN 


lO c» 


O M 


coco 


x^ On 




CO rO 


c^ 


CO C^ ll IH 


C^ C< 


C* CJ 


N w 


C^ 11 




^ 



















5"^ 



iD.2 

c o 



-a 5 
o 5 
o § 



M O O O 


o 


o o 


o o 


O 


O 


o o o o >n 


o 


-<i- O 


o o 


o 


o 


N CO IN VO C^ 


u^ 




cooo 


CO 


o> 


0) « M M 


C^ 


N « 


« M 







o o o o o o o 

O O O i« o o o 

lO !>. CO VO CO o o 

■"^t- ro « CO CO « « 



O O O O O 

»xi o o o o 

(N W5 O "O -^ 

C4 Cfl c< M 



lO CO CO OVO 

hH C* O OS M 









rrt 










o o 


<) 


re o O 


ul*l 


rooo 




>/^ — M 


n m 


-J- D 


« 


ro CO « 


f) <n 




o ■S o o 
o 8 o o 



■■ a 



■a 



: 00 m 

O) O) 



&i 63 » 



S 3 

fl o 

0) M 1J . "' i" c5 3 



3^- 



■gMMMM 

Ph M « CO Tf 



W C4 H M M 



f-sH 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 267 







00 








: 




















n 








T(-tO 
















i^ 


■+ '- 






c 








(N x-^ 
















m 








o^a 








M M 
















M 


fo -^ 


! 




PO Th 





































: 














-^ 



















Tt- 


»r 










1-* M 




r^ 


CO 


« 




j>. 


CO 






in -^ 


m 


00 










M 


: 


M 








M 


c» 






tn Tt- 


ro 


l-l 


























C". 


































I9 










M 


M 










^. 


»" 


<^=. 




=-. 


^. 








<v. 


<M. 







1 






















l5 










fe 


c2 






■ 








: 






























n 


















(J 








\r- 









n 


M 
















tfi 




in ^ 


m 












M 
















»n 




crs -.^ 


CO 




lO 




« 


OS 





























































() 

























^ 


\o 


« 







lo 










\o 














H 










N 


: 




ro Ti- 


ro 




: 




fO 


























































1 














p 
















n 









00^ 




























00 














13 





n 















i>. 


lO 


« 






00 











n 











■^ 


*o 










•- 


(M 








'i- 





































































_ 


_ 












.-^ 































X 


•S:19.^pQ 


^^ 


1!, 


< 


.^33, 








• 














o\ 


*n-^ 


i>. »/5I-^ M 


M 


r» 


Th Jr^ >M 






















U) 


w « covo CT 


u^ u^ 






N j>. a\ <N 
























o^ o\ Onvo j>- fo c<: 







M « « 






























l-t 


M 


M rO rO rC 






















^ : 


; 




: 






^ 






: : 




: 


: 




i 


































<u 


















J 
















■a 










































































"S 








-s 


; 


P, 


'■A 


; 




C 




fii 




oa 3 


ai 


1 


^66 


1 






1 


1 


Major Pro 
Isaiah 
Jeremia 


■3 


1 


1 




g 

1 






PM 


W 







w 




w 


M 






S 









^ 














■3 




\o 


3 





cu 






tTl 


>, 




^ 






■a 












a 




f-f 










• 


&. 


,0 












v 


-t! 


>1 


2. 



a 


^ 


!B 


CO 


a 


fe 


IH 


^ 


E:^ 


>-, 








M 


-a 


^ 


S 


is 


Si 


§ 




T) 


a 








r-'d 




t>i 













J3^ 


;- 


-♦^ 


CP 








PQ 












>: 




'0 




S 




•Ti 
















=5 

PI 



1 

CO 




VO 
»f5 


^ 


1) 


0. 




-*-» 


C 


U 




n 


m 


m 





0) 


a> 






■? 


-2 


'1^ 


a 
a 


Is 


s 


3 


=a 


'h 


■s 


§ 








c 


*s 


J3 








^ 


a 


ja 








a 


1 


-£ 

^l 




+9 




CSCB 


■n 


IS 


§ S 




^ 


-1 


^' 


p 



268 The Cheltenham List of the Canonical Books, 



Comparative Table of 
(B) Stichometeies op 

Greek Siichometries. 





1 

s 

1 


■sg 

hi 

3 


s| 




05 
CO 

1 


.5 

03 


. Matthew 
. Mark ... 

. Luke 
. John 

;ts 

30calyp9e . . . 

St. John ... 
St. John ... 
St. John . . . 


I07I 

678 

"51 

880 

1007 

405 

105 
13 

15 


2433 
I5II 

[-xvi.g- 
20.] 

2591 
1948 

2559 
1224 

268 
31 
31 


2397 
1494 

2551 

i9°3 

2527 

1213 

262 

3° 

31 


2359 
1549 

[4 xvi. g- 
20.] 

2559 

1924 

2479 

1156 

247 

30 

31 


f 2514 KsMSS.)) 

2554 f 
J H.IL corr.) 

i 2560 (9 MSS.) 

1506 (4 MSS.) ) 
1550 C3 MSS.) 
1590 (2 MSS.) \ 

I 2676 (5 MSS.) 1 
\ 2740 (6 MSS.) } 
I 2750 (3 MSS.) ) 

I 2024 (9 MSS.) 
j 2210 (5 MSS.) 


2600 

(37 MSS.) 

1600 

(32 MSS.) 

2800 
(44 MSS.) 

2300 
(38 MSS.) 

274 

3° 
32 


Total ... 

St. Peter... 
St. Peter... 


133 
105 
61 


330 

245 
162 


323 

240 
158 

398 


308 

265 
159 
424 


336 

236 

[154] 


Total ... 


166 


407 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 269 



Sticliometries {continued). 

THE New Testament. 

Oreeh Stichometries, 



Latin Stichometries. 



r27oo(4MSS.) 



l3397(2MSS.) ) 

; i6i6(ioMSS.) ) 

1700 (6 MSS.) -■ 

[ 1829 (2 MSS.) ) 



3827 (2 MSS. 



31 



237 



2556 



2?3 

37 
32 

342 
236 
154 
390 



t2 



2500 



2600 



2300 



3000 

[readinp; 

,y' for y] 

1400 



■^1 



2500 



2600 



2700 



1500 



2600 



1600 



2900 



2600 



220 
20 
20 

260 

200 
140 

340 



ss 



2700 



1700 



3300 

[read 3800] 



1800 



1 0000 
(Cod.) 

3600 



1800 



450 



300 



11 



2700 

1700 

3800 
1800 

3600 
1800 



2900 (I MS.) 



1700 (i MS.) 
2300 (i MS.) 



9400 (i MS.) 



274 

(Cod. Prising. Vet. 

Lat.) 



270 'I'he Lfieltenham L.tst of the Lanomcai Jioo/cs, 

seems possible to come to the MS., and which give a right 
result for the general total. Beyond this I have not thought 
that I could go profitably. The five missing and the two 
erroneous items might be manipulated in a variety of ways ; 
none of which would admit of verification. I am conscious 
of having only proposed a makeshift solution for this part of 
the problem. Before touching on the further questions raised 
I proceed to give a similar, but as the materials allow some- 
what more elaborate table for the stichometry of the New 
Testament. For this I have made use of the calculations of 
Professor Rendel Harris as bo the actual number of measured 
Knes in the text of Westcott and Hort^ adding to these a 
rather rough calculation for Cod. Amiatinus. I have also in- 
corporated the data from Professor Rendel Harris's tables of 
stichometries from Greek MSS., with some enlargement 
from the third edition of Scrivener's Introduction and the 
American corrections of Scrivener. The variants to the Vul- 
gate readings are contributed by M. Berger. For the New 
Testament we have to add to the authorities the Book of 
Armagh (early ninth century). 

There is nothing here that needs setting right in the 
Cheltenham List except the obvious correction for St. Luke. 
The figures for the Epistles of St. John and St. Peter are 
open to suspicion ; but the Vulgate parallels fail us, and there 
is no general total by which to check them. The numeration 
in the Freising MS. looks very much as if it were taken over 
from the Greek. 

I do not propose to attempt a justification of the different 
stichometries. It is enough for our purpose to have the 
identity of those in the Cheltenham List and the Vulgate 
MSS. brought out so clearly. An interesting problem is 
suggested by these taken together. What was the origin of 
the Vulgate stichometry ? Was it originally made for the 
Vulgate ? and if so, where and when ? It strikes us at once 
that the MSS. of the Vulgate in which stichometries are 
found are none of them earlier than the Caroline period. Three 
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of the most conspicuous (Brit. Mus. Add. 10546 and Codd. 
Paulinus and Vallicellianus) show traces of the influence of 
Aleuin. I do not know that there is anything that need be 
inconsistent with the supposition that Aleuin had brought 
the stichometries with him from England. He would then 
perhaps have obtained them ultimately from an Irish source — 
the same from which they found their way into the Book of 
Armagh. It is noticeable, however, that they do not appear 
to be found in the earlier Books of Kells, Durrow, and the 
Codd. Usseriani, or in the Rushworth, Lindisfarne, Durham, 
or Lichfield (St. Chad's) Gospels, or in those which come from 
St. Augustine's, Canterbury, or in the Stonyhurst St. John, 
or to the best of my knowledge in any other of the English 
or Irish MSS. of a date not later than the ninth century. 
They must thus have had a very limited circulation. The 
oldest authority in which they are found is the archetype of 
the Cheltenham MS. For although we have no proof that 
the stichometries are as old as the year 359, it is not probable 
that they are more than seventy years later. The circum- 
stances under which the stichometries were added are indi- 
cated in the note at the end of the New Testament list. That 
note implies the existence of free inter-communication be- 
tween the city of Rome and the place where it was written. 
Now we have so far had many reasons for connecting the list 
with Africa. But if the line-measurements were added in 
Africa and if the note in regard to them was drawn up in 
that country, it must have been either before the Vandal 
invasion (438-430 a.d.), or in the interval between the re- 
conquest of Africa by Belisarius in 53 3~4 ^.nd the final de- 
struction of Cai-thage by the Arabs in 698. And the first of 
these periods is decidedly more probable than the second, 
because the note implies a flourishing book-trade and settled 
and peaceful relations between the province and the capital 
such as can hardly be said to have existed either during the 
Gothic war or the Lombard troubles which followed. If the 
second period were to be chosen the best part of it would be 
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about the time of Primasius, or 560 a.d. Failing this, we are 
carried back very nearly if not quite to the age of Jerome. 
Still it would not be necessary that the stiehometry should 
have Jerome for its author, any more than he can have been 
the author of the various capitulations which are found in 
Vulgate MSS. The majority of these must have been either 
composed at a later date, or (what is very possible) transferred 
from MSS. of the Old Latin. The same may well be the 
case with the stiehometry. And here the Cheltenham List 
comes in with an important coincidence. None of the Vulgate 
MSS., as M. Berger assures me, have any line-measurement 
for Ezra-Nehemiah. It is probable therefore that the sti- 
ehometry was made from a codex in which that book was 
wanting. But it is also wanting in the Cheltenham List. 
That, and its date combined, bring the List very near the 
point at which the stiehometry originated. We may go back 
a step foi-ther. Apart from the Cheltenham List the earliest 
trace of the existence of Latin Biblical stichometries is in the 
so-called Speculum of St. Augustine ^ Though the classified 
extracts from the Bible of which this work is composed 
present a Vulgate text, there is satisfactory proof that this 
is the work of which Possidius speaks as begun but left un- 
finished by St. Augustine at the time of his death. Either 
we must suppose that a Vulgate text was substituted for the 
Old Latin which St. Augustine certainly used ; or St. Augus- 
tine himself only gave rough indications (the beginning and 
end) of the passages which he wished to extract, and the text 
was filled in later from a copy of the Vulgate ^- In any case 
the change must have been made before the work got into 
general circulation, as the extant MSS. (of which one is of the 
ninth and one of the tenth century) are all based on Jerome's 
version. But the adaptation of the text of the extracts does not 

' The first of the two similar works recently published by Weihrich (Corp. 
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affect the framework in which they are set. This framework, 
which consists of a preface and very brief connecting links 
between the extracts, is, we have every reason to think, original. 
It is clear from this that the Biblical codeos from which the 
extracts were made was stichometrically written. Many of 
the links of transition are vague {post aliquantum, paulo post, 
etc.), but many also are definite {post i. versum, post Hi, versus, 
etc.) : and that not in a book here and there, but all through the 
Bible ^. It is probable then that St. Augustine himself had 
access to a stichometry. Can it have had anything to do 
with Tichonius the Donatist, who stood in such near literary 
relation to him ? Tichonius was a person interested in the 
study of the Scriptures ; and the making of stiehometries was 
one of the employments of Biblical scholars in those days. 
We have an example of this in the East a little later in 
Euthalius : and the Greek MSS. show that there must have 
been many both before and after Euthalius who busied them- 
selves in the same kind of work. 

However it may be about Tichonius^ whose name I only 
mention to show the kind of circle in which the stiehometries 
seem to have arisen, the one conclusion for which we have the 
clearest warrant is that the author must have had relations to 
St. Augustine. This is, it is true, more clearly visible in the 
Old Testament than in the New. In the Old Testament we 
had both a general resemblance in order and also two marked 
coincidences — the grouping of Ruth with Kings and the 
placing of Ezekiel before Daniel. The most striking differ- 
ence was the omission of i, 3 Esdras in the List and its 
retention by Augustine. In the New Testament the diver- 
gence is greater. Here the more archaic hand at work in the 
List is decidedly at an earlier stage than St. Augustine. It 
adopts indeed elements that go back as far as Tertullian. 
Since Tertullian there is no such clear trace as here of the 
Instrumentum Joanneum. The omission of Hebrews, St. James, 
and St. Jude is also thoroughly primitive ; and the protest 

' Corssen has made good use of these data in the essay above referred to. 
VOL. III. T 
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against the admission of 3, 3 St. John and % St. Peter belongs 
to a stage which is not likely to have extended much beyond 
the year 400. Other primitive traits of a different kind are 
the peculiar order of the books Numbers and Leviticus and 
the peculiar order of the Gospels, both presenting coincidences 
with far-removed Greek authorities, and so pointing backwards 
to a time before the Latin and Greek traditions had separated. 

All these data are of course entirely independent of any 
conclusions that might be drawn from the chronological 
notes. Their presence in a tenth-century MS. shows that 
they might be perpetuated in a late document ; but simple 
transmission is one thing and actual composition is another ; 
and it does not seem to me probable that the compiler of 
the List as we have it would deliberately reject so many 
Epistles after the Thii'd Council of Carthage and the times of 
St. Jerome and St. Augustine. 

There remain the ' 34 elders of the Apocalypse ' and 
the stichometries. These no doubt may be subsequent inser- 
tions ; but on the whole I am inclined to believe that they 
are not derived directly from Jerome. In the one case I 
suspect that Jerome (though he does not say so) is drawing 
from an older authority, of which our Lists Victorinus and 
Pseudo-TertuUian represent a divergent branch ; and in the 
other case I think it very possible that the stichometries 
either were not originally composed for the Vulgate at all 
or were composed for it in Africa and not in Palestine. 

IV. The List of the Writings of Cyprian. 

The third subject on which the document before us has an 
important bearing is the criticism of Cyprian. It is satis- 
factory to find that all the treatises usually regarded as 
genuine are included in the Cyprianic List with the single 
exception of Quod idola dii non sint {Be Idolorum Vanitate). 
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St. Augustine ^ if not to the biographer of Cyprian ^ : it is 
found in most of the better MSS. (though not as it happens 
in the two oldest, 8 and F, which are both fragmentary) : and 
the style and character of the treatise are thoroughly 
Cyprianic. Its omission would seem to be connected with 
the fact that, as we shall see presently^ its usual place in the 
MSS. was among the Epistles and towards the end even of 
these. 

On the questions which have been raised as to the Testimonia 
the Cheltenham List has weighty evidence to render. Before 
touchiag upon these it may be right to say a word about the 
reading of the MS. This is given by Mommsen thus : 
ad Quirinum lilri III : I DL 

II BCCCL 
III BCCLXX. 

Mommsen notes that instead of I the MS. has L ; and the 
doubt had occurred to me, observing the suspicious repetition 
of L at the end of the figures for Books I and II, that the 
archetype may have read : 

ad Quirinum lihri III: L{ib) I D 

L{ib) II DCCC 
L{ih) III BCCIIX. 

The exact form in which the entiy stands in the MS. is as 
follows — most of the punctuation appears to be added by a 
second hand : 

manus prima L bin bcccl ] ill, bcclxx- 

manus seeunda L- b-l-n ; bccc-l | iii ; bcc. Ixx. 

I think however on the whole that Mommsen is probably 

right. It is true that there is a tendency in this part of the 

List to greater brevity than in the earlier part : for instance, 

verms is only inserted in the last line, whereas it occurs 

' Aug., De unic. Sapt., iv. § 6 ; Hieron., Ep. 83 ad Magnum. 

' The words of Pontius are rather ambiguous, and may possibly refer to 
Ad Demetrianum : per quern gentiles Uasphemi repercussis in se quae nobis 
ingerunt vincerentur ? (Fit. c. 7; ed. Hartel, p. xcvii. 1. 16). 

T 2, 
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frequently in the Biblical lists. This might prevent us from 
arguing from Paralipomen lib. I, etc., as above. But I do not 
think that L alone for liier is a common abbreviation. This 
supposition then may probably be dismissedj and the number 
of versus may be taken as Mommsen has it. 

The recent history of the criticism of the Testimonia is this. 
In Teocte vnd Untersuchungen, Bd. i, Heft i, p. 351 (published 
in 1 88a), Hamack (after Erasmus) labelled the Testimonia as 
the work of (Pseudo-)Cyprian. In Heft a of the same volume 
(published in 1883) he withdrew this doubt and pronounced 
them genuine. This may have been partly due to the 
accumulation of evidence for the early use of the Testimonia 
in Commodian, Firmicus Maternus, and Lactantius (ibid., 
Heft a, p. 97). An article by Dombart ^ there referred to is 
specially important as showing that while Commodian's 
Apology only bears trace of the use of the two first Books of 
the Testimonia, the Instructions give equally clear proof of the 
use of the third Book. In Old-Latin Texts, Part ii, p. 131 
the writer of this essay argued for the genuineness of the 
work, but at the same time threw out the surmise, based upon 
the discrepancy between the number of (rriyoi assigned to the 
three Books in the List and their actual length in the 
printed editions, that Book III at least might perhaps be 
largely interpolated. Mommsen had already compared the 
stichometry of the List with the number of lines in Hartel's 
edition with this result : 

Book I : oTi'xoi 55°j lines 560. 
II: „ 850 „ 886. 
Ill: „ 770 „ 1876. 
I was inclined however to reject the hypothesis of interpola- 
tion, and preferred to suppose that / or 00 had dropped out 
of the text ^, partly because of the general identity of the 
Biblical text throughout the whole of the Third Book, 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 277 

and partly because the quotation in Jerome's Dial. c. 
Pelag., i. 3a ^, seemed to show that the fifty -fourth titulus 
at least (which is two-thirds of the way through the book) 
stood in Jerome's day where it does now. Dombart also, 
it should be said, points out several marked coincidences 
between the tituli of Book III and Commodian^. More 
recently Dr. P. Corssen in his very careful and suggestive 
review of Old-Latin Biblical texts ^ has urged in favour of the 
theory of interpolation that there is no other instance of a 
treatise of Cyprian exceeding in length 1000 ortxot. The 
fact is important when we consider the tendency which Birt 
has proved for authors to observe certain laws as to the 
length of their compositions. Nor would I lay stress in 
opposition to it upon the division of the Tedimonia into two 
books, instead of three, in the twelfth-century MS. which we 
have called O^. This would more nearly equalize the two 
books, but it does not rest upon sufficient authority. Even 
the allied MS. O5 has the usual division into three Books. 
We note however that the number of capitula in Book III 
shows the same or even greater excess over those of the 
other two (Book I, 34; Book II, 30; Book III, lao): and 
we have just seen that these capitula were apparently the 
same — half of them at least certainly the same — in Jerome's 
time as they are in our own. It would be strange too if with 
so many distinct families of MSS. there should be no trace of 
the original smaller work. The common archetype of these 
difierent families must go back to a date not far from that of 
Cyprian himself; and though the enlarged edition would 
naturally tend to supersede the smaller edition, the works of 
Cyprian were so rapidly diffused and so widely that it would 
be diflicult for it to suppress the smaller edition altogether. 
This difficulty is increased when we observe how much the 
Cheltenham List has in common with the MSS., and in 

' Noticed by Hamack, T. m. U., ii. 2. p. 8i. 

' Ibid., p. 387 f. 

^ G-ottingische Oelehrte Anzeigen for April i, 1889. 
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particular how nearly it agrees with them in the position of 
the Testimonia. If the Cheltenham List were the one sur- 
viving member of a divergent tradition we should expect 
it to present greater differences. It would seem therefore 
that allowing the fullest weight to the Cheltenham sticho- 
metry, there are still formidable obstacles in the way of the 
interpolation-hypothesis. The question loses much of its 
importance if the prima facie impression is found to hold good 
that the Biblical text throughout the Book is consistent with 
itself and consistent also with that «f Cyprian. In that case, 
though the whole of the collection may not have been made 
by Cyprian himself, it would be made at least from Cyprian's 
Bible. If it should prove that there has been a deliberate 
enlargement of Book III, the same thing on a smaller scale 
will probably have taken place in Book II, because whereas 
in all the other treatises the number of lines in the Cheltenham 
List is more or less considerably in excess of those in Hartel's 
edition, here the relation is inverted. 

Two spurious pieces are included in the Cheltenham List, 
Be Laude Martyrii and Adversus Jtulaeos. The first of these 
very early found its way into the Cyprianic collections. It 
not only appears in the Cheltenham List, but is repeatedly 
quoted by Lucifer Calaritanus ^. It is also partially extant 
in the oldest Cyprian MS. (S), and has a place in the great 
majority of the other MSS. There seems to be no good 
authority for the inscription ' To Moyses and Maximus ' 
which is found in the older editions. The treatise is much 
rather, as Fell has pointed out, a sort of rhetorical exercise 
which implies the attention and even the applause of an in- 
terested audience. It does not look as if it had been written 
in the heat of persecution : it bears much more the impress 
of a time of peace : and if it were ever delivered at all, we 
should say that it was as an oration commemorating those 
who had suffered, like the Xoyot emTA(j)i.oL of the Greeks. It 
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resembles these in the generality of its language, and in the 
absence of names and particular allusions. Though not Cy- 
prianic, and probably later than Cyprian, it appears to be 
African in its origin. 

The treatise Against the Jews is of the same rhetorical and 
artificial character. It has not grown out of real controversy'^. 
It is not even an argument, but rather a declamation. It con- 
sists in a magnifying of Christian privileges by contrasting 
Israel's loss with the Christian's gain. This treatise does 
not rest on such good MS. authority as De Laude Martyrii. 
Its Biblical text and linguistic features seem peculiar and 
interesting. 

The process by which spurious works came to be included 
among the genuine is well illustrated by a statement which 
has a further significance for our present purpose. In his 
tract De Adulteratione Lihrorum Origenis, Rufinus of Aquileia, 
writing in the last years of the fourth century, complains 
that whereas the whole corpus of Cyprian's Epistles was 
collected into a single volume, certain heretics who were in 
the habit of blaspheming against the Holy Spirit, had cul- 
pably inserted among them the treatise of TertuUian [he 
should have said ' Novatian '] on the Trinity, and then had 
the interpolated volumes hawked about the streets of a large 
city like Constantinople at a cheap rate so as to induce people 
to buy them ^. We may accept the fact while reserving our 

' On this characteristic of much of the Anti-Jewish literature, see Hamack, 
T. u. v., i. 2. 63 flf. 

'^ Th« passage is so interesting from a variety of reasons that it may be 
well to give it in the original : Sancti Cypriard martyris solet omne episto- 
lanrni corpus m uno codice scribi. Suic corpori Jiaeretici quidam, qui in 
Spiritum Sanctum blasphemant, TertulUani Uiellum de Trinltate reprehen- 
sibiliter (quantum ad veritatem fidei nostrae pertinet) scriptum inserentes, et 
quamplurimos codices de talibus exemplariis conscribentes per toia/m Con- 
stantinopoUn urhem maximam distrahi pretio viliori fecenmt ut exiguitate 
pretii homines illedi ignotos et latentes dolos fadlius compararent, quo per 
hoc invenirent haeretici perfidiae guae Jidem tanti viri auctoritate conquirere 
(Orig. 0pp., ed. Xiommatzsch, xxv. 395). Jerome replies to this that the 
work in question was not really Tertullian's, but Novatian's ; see Delarue's 
note. 
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own judgment as to the imputation of motive. Such impu- 
tations are continually being thrown out, and in nine cases 
out of ten where we can test them turn out to be groundless. 
It is however clear that other works were included in the same 
volume with those of Cyprian ; and if they were anonymous in 
the first instance they would soon come to pass by his name ^. 

Rufinus speaks of ' Epistles,' but he probably means by this 
the whole of Cyprian's works. The subscriptions in the MSS. 
frequently speak of the treatises as JEputolae. So Hartel's 
Corbie MS. (C), of the ninth century, at the end of Q^uod idola 
dii non sint. So the St, Gall MS. ((?), also of the ninth cen- 
tury, at the end of De Eccl. Un. and Be Mortalitate j and so 
too the tenth-century MS. which we have called Oj and the 
two twelfth-century MSS. which we have called 0^ and Oj. 
We may suspect that this use of epistola led to the substitu- 
tion of Ad Virgines for De Hahitu Virginum in the Cheltenham 
List : a point in which it agrees with Oj^. 

For the rest, the Cheltenham List contains 38 out of 81 
letters which Mommsen has succeeded in identifying, and 
there are five others, according to his reckoning, which he 
has not identified. We will try what can be done with these 
presently. It may be asked, however, how it is that only 
one of the treatises should be missing (No. II, Q,uod idola, 
etc.) and so large a number of Epistles ? The genuineness of 
the missing letters (which do not all profess to be written by 
Cyprian) is really well assured : but it must be remembered 
that it is a much easier thing to collect long compositions 
like the treatises than short and fugitive compositions like 
the letters. The MS. of the treatises Cyprian would keep 
at home and leave behind him ^ ; the letters would be dis- 

' We may also note in passing (i) the great popularity of Cyprian's 
writings, (2) the ready sale which Latin books find in Constantinople. Some 
of Cyprian's works were translated into Greek (see Pitra's Analecta, tom. iv), 
but we can hardly suppose that this was the case with the whole corpus or 
with the work of Novatian_ Tho Inno-nao-o nf .ToT-nm.. imrvli'sn ^\,a^ +v,o 
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persed abroad, not only over the province of Africa, but some 
to Eome and even to Spain. No doubt Cyprian won a great 
reputation even in his lifetime ; and this reputation was 
greatly enhanced by his glorious death ; so that his letters 
would soon come to be enquired after and collected. Still 
the process would take time : it would proceed unequally in 
different regions : and partial collections would be put in cir- 
culation long before the whole body of Epistles was brought 
together in a single volume. The MSS. still bear many 
traces of this process. It will be instructive to interrogate 
them upon the subject, as we may do by tabulating the con- 
tents of the diflFerent MSS. side by side with the Cheltenham 
List. The reader who wishes to know more about the 
different authorities enumerated may be referred to Hartel's 
Preface, and to the Appendix to Old-Latin Texts, Part II. It 
will be enough for the present purpose if he will take the 
letters used to designate the MSS. as so many symbols, to 
which however, as 2i prima facie indication of value, the cen- 
tury to which they belong has been appended. ' For conveni- 
ence of use the numbering of the Epistles by Rigault and 

habits which were characteristic of him, had copies made of his own letters, 
which he must have kept by him at least for a time. Thus in TH]). 20 we find 
him in self-defence sending to Rome copies of the letters (13 in number) 
which he had written to the clergy and confessors at Carthage: in like 
manner in 'E'p. 25 he speaks of a transcript of five letters which he had sent to 
Caldonius : and besides this, he frequently refers to copies of his letters which 
he begs his correspondents either to disseminate themselves or give others 
the opportunity of disseminating. But there is good reason to think that the 
letters were not first collected from the archives of the Church at Carthage. 
The great diversities of order and the varying length of the collections are 
against this ; and it is noticeable that the letters which relate to the domestic 
affairs of the Church of Carthage are just those which found their way into 
the collections most sparingly. The letters to Cornelius, for instance, are found 
in all the great collections, and nearly the same is true of the letters to the 
Spanish Churches, but the controversy about the lapsed is very poorly repre- 
sented. We should like much to know what became of the thirteen letters of 
which copies were sent to Eome. Are they the original source of any of our 
extant texts ? The archetype of T M Q is, I think, the only collection which 
contains as many as thirteen letters written before Ep. 20 to which the de- 
scription would apply : next to it comes the V group, which was certainly 
not written in Africa, and probably in Italy. 
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Baluze is given, as well as that of Fell and Hartel. And to 
facilitate the enquiry how far the chronology of the letters 
may have influenced their order in the collections, a chrono- 
logical list is also given based upon the careful researches of 
Otto RitschP which supplement Pearson's Annales Cypri- 
anici. I anticipate a little by supplying conjecturally the 
letters not yet identified in the Cheltenham List. 

The suggestiveness of these lists is evident enough ; but 
at the same time they are of course only suggestive : the 
hints which they supply wiU need to be worked out before 
they can lead to any assured conclusions. My hope is that 
they may serve as finger-posts to future critics of Cyprian — 
and in particular to one of my fellow contributors to these 
volumes — and point out directions in which enquiry is likely 
to be fruitful. To a certain extent the indications which 
they give have already received a certain amount of rough 
verification. We may see, for instance, at once that the order 
in the MS, O2 is in the Epistles identical with, and in the 
Treatises not far removed from, that of ^ : in other words, a 
MS. here in the heart of Oxford corresponds almost exactly 
to one that has lain for some two centuries on the shelves of 
the Vatican ^. The presumption thus raised is borne out : 
the texts of the two MSS. certainly resemble each other, 
though precisely to what extent they do so has still to be 
determined. In like manner the list of contents alone shows 
that the Lincoln MS. (I), written in Florence for the famous 
bookseller Vespasian, corresponds within one or two points 
with the Bamberg MS. (£). The texts here again are found 
to be closely related. And this is the more interesting be- 
cause the Bamberg MS. stands rather by itself, and is, at least 
in parts, of considerable importance. Then, further, we may see 

' Cyprian von Karthago, Gottingen, 1885; comp. De EpistuUs CypHanicis 
Dissertaiio Theologica, Halis Saxonum, 1885. 

^ The MS. in queation belonged to the library of Christina Queen of 
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at a glance that our MS. O3 is related to the Sorbonne MS. 
{H), the importance of which has not yet been fully estimated. 
The lists even give us the power of prediction. The MS. 0^ 
belongs to the oldest part of the Bodleian collection, having 
been presented to the Library in 1610, and its contents have 
never been exactly catalogued. There is however a partial 
index at the beginning in a hand contemporary with the 
MS. It appeared from this that, although there was consi- 
derable prima facie resemblance to the New College MS. O5, 
there were still some ten or twelve points of difference. On 
examination it turned out that almost every one of these 
arose either from a mistake in the cataloguing of the New 
College MS. or from au omission in the index of the MS. in 
the Bodleian. In this connexion too it may be mentioned 
that the text of the Testimonia in the small New College MS. 
Mg! though of the fifteenth century, closely resembles that 
of Cod. Sessorianus [A) which is of the eight or ninth. 
The text of A was followed by Hartel in his edition, and 
though it is faulty as representing what Cyprian actually 
wrote, it is yet both remarkable in itself and unique among 
the MSS. hitherto examined. As A is extant only in the 
Testimonia, we may look to find a substitute for it in the New 
College MS. for the other treatises. The lateness of the MS. 
(which seems however to be correctly written) would be abun- 
dantly counterbalanced if it should really add a new family to 
those already recognised. 

All these observations lie much upon the surface. But 
what we want to do is to get below the surface : we want 
to find the order of the archetypes of the different groups ; 
and then to work back from these to the archetypes of the 
archetypes, and to see how near they will bring us to Cyprian 
himself. 

Whether its exact date be 359 or not, in any case the 
Cheltenham List bears tangible marks of a greater antiquity 
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not as we shall see for the Epistles — the results are rather 
disappointing. Only at the beginning and end does its order 
agree with that of any of the other documents. It is clear, 
however, that the order I, IV, VI, which we find running 
through so many of our MSS., was an order that had been 
fixed at the time when the List was drawn up — we shall not 
he wrong in saying practically within a century of Cyprian's 
death. The order of the Testimonia coming immediately before 
the Epistles — it is introduced by an epistle (in the strictest 
sense) and is addressed to an individual — and that of the 
Sententiae Episcoporum or minutes of the Council of Carthage 
coming in the midst of them had also been established. The 
Council indeed comes in its proper historical place among the 
letters which bear on the controversy as to Rebaptism with 
which it deals. The two ends of the Cheltenham List thus 
present us with fixed types of order that are largely repre- 
sented in our MSS. ; but the order of the eight intermediate 
treatises agrees with that of none of the MSS. Even if we 
break it up into the smallest possible fractions, there are only 
the two pairs, XI, X, which has a parallel in W, and VIII, 
XII, which occurs again in the group CRT. 

Another list which is also disappointing is that of the last- 
mentioned group C RV itself. The Verona MS. [V) is an 
eccentric but valuable authority which was used for the 
Aldine edition of 1563 by Latino Latini, the scholar to whom 
it was entrusted. Latini, who shows a very good spirit of 
criticism, was greatly impressed by the age of the MS., which 
he believed to be not less than a thousand years old. He 
complains bitterly of the way in which the printers tampered 
with his text, substituting Vulgate readings for those of the 
MSS. ; and he refused to let his name appear in the edition. 
Soon after this the MS. was presented by the canons of 
Verona to Cardinal Borromeo, and from that time has been 
lost sight of. Fortunately Latini had made notes of his col- 
lation of the MS., many of which are preserved in the margin 
of an Aldine copy at Gottingen, and in other copies used by 

VOL. IJI. u 
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Rigault, Baluze, and in the Oxford edition ^. Partly from 
these sources, which he has tracked with great care, and partly 
from the allied MSS. C and It (both of the ninth century), 
Hartal has gone far to recover the text of the MS., which he 
attributes conjecturally to the seventh century. In the order 
of the Treatises Y maintains its character for eccentricity. It 
has, however, the common beginning I, IV, the triplet V, 

VII, VIII, which is very widely spread, and the pair of which 
we have just spoken as agreeing with the Cheltenham List, 

VIII, XII. 

In these two instances our tabulation has not carried us 
very far ; but when we turn to the other MSS. much longer 
vistas seem to be opened. Notably is this the case with 
Cod. Seguierianus (S). This is Hartel's leading MS., and the 
oldest MS. (sixth century) extant for the Treatises, so that its 
affinities are of especial importance. We have only to look 
at the Tables to see how far-reaching those affinities are. 
They suggest welcome conclusions as to the value of our own 
Oxford MSS. The MS. is much mutilated, so that the coin- 
cidences with O2, which are striking enough as it is, might 
have been even more striking if the MS. had been complete. 
0^ and O5, again, are very closely allied ; and I have pointed 
out elsewhere the interest which attaches to portions at least 
of the text of these MSS. ^ ^ also joins the group; and W 
is another MS. which is by no means devoid of interest. 

After S comes the archetype of a large number of MSS., 
MQm, and among them our MS. b, as well as in a more 
qualified sense of T Z. This archetype Hartel assigns to the 
eighth century, and it too has many affinities which will be 
worth examining. The ultimate descent of this group from 
an archetype which is also the archetype of S is the salient 
fact about it. 

Other groups now come into view. Chief among these is 
that which includes the Lauresham MS. [L). In some parts 
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at least L is one of the very best MSS. we have. In the 
Teriimonia it is our rallying-point, and as a rough test of other 
MSS. it may be said that they are good in proportion as they 
agree with L^. L itself is of the ninth century; so is its 
fellow MS. P ; and the third in the group, N, is of the tenth. 
Now some of our Oxford MSS. have a marked resemblance in 
the text of the Testimonia to L — conspicuously 0^ and Og. 
Both are MSS. that I have no doubt well deserve exploring. 
But O3 agrees in order closely with H, and so brings H into 
the vortex, if we may say so, of the good texts. 0-^ has a 
rather peculiar order which coincides at the outset ^with P. 
In the middle P branches off into what one may caU the 
main line of tradition — the line ot S O^W and the like. It 
is unfortunate that for all these earlier treatises L itself is not 
extant. That leaves a number of problems to be solved. Is 
the line of Z continued in F, in 0^, or in O3 and H? This 
Une may not prove of equal value to Ii, but it should at least 
be tested. 

Last but not least in this part of our enquiry comes the 
B group, which here in Oxford is represented by the Lincoln 
MS. (t). B is itself of the eleventh century. It has affinities 
on the one hand with H, on the other hand with MQ,, and 
I have found it coincide in important readings with V; so 
that on all sides it is in touch with good and ancient texts. 
It may be mixed, as Hartel says ; but there are good in- 
gredients in the mixture. 

It is of course true that in any or all of these cases the 
affinity of order is only of importance so far as it goes along 
with an affinity of text, and when that affinity of text has 
been proved the later document may be only a more corrupt 
reproduction of the earlier. But the value of these relations 
of order is that they put us upon the track of other relations 
which were in some cases quite imsuspected ; and they are 

' Old-Zatin Biblical Texts, ii. p. Ixiv: the same conclusion had been 
arrived at independently by Dombart in the essay on Oommodian previously 
mentioned {Z.f. wiss. Theol. 1879, p. 383). 

U 2 
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especially welcome when they suggest a means of supplement- 
ing the defects of primary MSS. 

Before going on to discuss the various arrangements of the 
Epistles, it may be convenient to have before us a list of these 
with a brief indication of their subjects, so as to enable us to 
see how far the grouping has been determined by similarity 
of subject-matter. For this purpose a few simple headings 
are chosen (' lapsed,' ' Novatian,' ' heretical baptism,' and the 
like), without entering into the details and phases of contro- 
versy : it should be understood that ' martyrdom ' is taken in 
a wide sense so as to include ' confession.' Letters written by 
other persons than Cyprian are printed in italics ; but the 
synodical letters are not thus distinguished, as they are pro- 
bably Cyprian's composition. 



The Epistles. 



No. Address. 

I . People of Fami 

z. Eucratius 

.^. Rogatianus 

4. Pomponius 

5. Clergy of Carthage 

6. Confessors at Carthage ... 

7. Clergy of Carthage 

8. Tioman Clergy to Car- 

thage 

9. Cyprian's Reply 

10. Martyrs and Confessors 

1 1 . Clergy of Carthage 

12. The same 

13. Martyrs and Confessors 

1 4. Clergy of Carthage 

1 5 . Martyrs and Confessors . , 

16. Clergy of Carthage 

17. Laity of Carthage 



Subject. 

clerical guardian ... 

actor 

refractory deacon . . . 

virgins 

poor 

poor 

retirement of Cyprian 

I martyrdom of Map- 
I palicus 

prayer 

care of martyrs 

care of poor and cou- 
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40 



140 

190 

72 



Lines in 
Hartel's 
Edition. 



35 



118 

159 
46 
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Address. 

Celerinue to Tjucianus , . . 
Lacianus to Gelerinus ... 
Confessors to Cyprian ... 
Caldonius to Cyprian ... 

Cyprian's Eeply 

Clergy of Carthage 

Eoman Clergy 

Moyses, Maximus, and 
other Boman Confessors 

Clergy of Carthage 

Boman Clergy to Cyprian 
Reply of Moyses, etc. . . . 

Clergy of Carthage 

The lapsed 

Clergy of Carthage 
Eoman Clergy 
Reply of Roman Clergy, . . 
Moyses, Maximus, etc. . . . 
Clergy and people of 

Carthage 

The same 

The same 

Caldonius and 4 others 
Reply of Caldonius and 

4 others 
People of Carthage 



No. 

21. 
22. 

23- 

24. 

25- 
26. 

27. 
28, 



29. 

30- 
31- 

32- 

33- 
34- 
35- 
36- 
37- 
38. 

39- 
40, 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

45- 
46. 

47. 
48. 

49- 

50. 
51- 
62- 
63. 



,^4. Maximus and 3 others ... 

55. Antonianus 

56. Fortunatus and 5 others 

57. 42 African Bishops to 

Cornelius 



Subject. 



Stixoi. 



Lines in 
Hartel's 
Edition. 



sacrificati 



martyrdom 

appointment ofreader 1 
and sub-deacon ... 1 



70 



martyrdom and lapsed 

review of correspond- ) 

ence ) 

lapsed 

martyrdom 

appointment of reader 

appointment ofreader 

! appointment of pros 
byter 

Felicissimus 



Felicissimus 



54 



30 



•■\ 



Cornelius 

Cornelius 

Maximus and Eoman Con- 
fessors 

Cornelius to Cyprian ... 

Cornelius 

Cornelius to Cyprian ... 

The same 

Cornelius 

Cornelius 

Maximus and 3 others to 



63 



86 
44 
92 

25 



*■ Novatian... 



[Nine 
letters to 
J Cornelius : 
arixot 
1 1 08] 



Novatus , 



Novatian... 



650 



560 
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N'o. 



Address. 



Subject. 



Srixot. 



Lines in 
Hartel's 
Edition. 



martyrdom 

Felicissimus 

martyrdom 

redemption of cap- 
tives 

sacrament of the cup 
baptism of infanta 

lapsed bishop 

personal calumnies 



lapsed bishops 



Marcianus of Aries 



heretical baptism 



1 persecution 
lerian ... 



of Va- 



45° 
io6 



207 



35° 



284 



65° 
290 



375 
97 



194 



58. People of Thibaris 

59. Cornelius 

60. Cornelius 

61. Lucius 

62. Numidian Bishops 

63. Caecilius 

64. African Synod to Fidus' 

65. Epictetus and Laity of 

Assurae 

66. Florentius Puppianus ... 

67. 37 African Bishops to' 

Felix and people of 
Legio and Asturica, 
Aelius and people of 
Emerita / 

68. Stephen 

69. Magnus 

70. 31 African Bishops to 

Januarius and 1 7 others 

71. Quintus \ 

72. Stephen ' 

73. Jubaianus 

74. Pompeius 

75. Firmilianto Cyprian ...I 

76. Nemesianus and 8 other. 

Bishops with clergy in 
the mines 

77. Reply of Nemedamte and 
3 others 

78. Reply from I/uciiis and V ' 
others 

79. Reply from Felix and 2 

other Bishops with 
clergy 

80. SuccesBua ' 

81. Clergy and people of) his own approaching 

Carthage ( martyrdom 

In order to put some limit to the number of points whicli 
are raised by the tabulated lists, I will confine myself pri- 
marily to the Cheltenham MS., and only touch incidentally 
upon the others. The grouping: of the letters in the Chel- 



388 
83 



470 
250 
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First we have a group addressed to Cornelius, bishop of 
Rome. These it is clear had been so long collected together 
and were so habitually circulated under the same cover that 
the single letters are not indicated, but they are reckoned in 
the mass Ad, Gornelmm VIIII'^ with 1108 (TTixpi. If we look 
at the order in the MSS. we shall see that in TO^ there is 
a group of eight letters beginning with 60 and ending with 
51 : in the archetype ot MQ, etc., and in that of 0^ 0^ there 
is the same group in the same order. In £ I there is the 
same group in a slightly different order, 60 and 57 being re- 
moved from the top to the bottom. In C R V, which it will 
be remembered carry us back to the seventh century, and in 
H/3 there are only seven letters, 51 being omitted. In the 
L family the group is curiously broken up, only four of the 
letters remaining together, 47, 45, 48, 44, with 57 and 59 at 
no great distance, and 51 > 5^ scattered among the other 
letters. It will be observed, however, that this small collec- 
tion includes one letter. No. 48, which does not appear in any 
other of the principal lists ^. It is a letter of Cyprian to 
Cornelius, and is no doubt rightly inserted by Mommsen in 
this group. On the other hand, Mommsen omits the letter 
from the African Synod to Cornelius (No. 57), which is found 
in all the other lists. We note that C R V make up for 
their omission of 48 and 51 by appending to the letters of 
Cyprian to Cornelius the two from Cornelius to Cyprian 
(Nob. 49, 50), which have got separated from their proper 
connexion in the other MSS. I say separated from their proper 
connexion, though TO^ have found for them a connexion 

' This is undoubtedly tlie reading of the MS., and not viii, as Mommsen 
had in his notes (see above, p. 225). It is however of course possible that the 
archetype may have had vill : and the number of arixoi assigned to the 
group perhaps suggests that it had. 

' But is there not some omission or mistake ? Hartel does not give the 
letter in the table of contents of C and S (p. 1), and yet he quotes both 
C and V in the Apparatus to the letter (both it is true only once). In Z 
the letter is actually designated viiii. I do not quite reconcile what Hartel 
says about the agreement of Z and V (p. xlvi) with the place of Z in the 
genealogy (p. xlviii). 
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which is nearly as good — that of the correspondence between 
Rome and Carthage, F^pp. 8, 0,$, 36. Epp. 49 and 50 are 
only separated from these by Ep. 33 addressed by Cyprian 
to the lapsed of his own Church. 

Among the MSS. which contain the group is the sixth- 
century Bobbio MS. F. This MS., at best a fragment, is 
subdivided into two still smaller fragments, one in the Am- 
brosian library at Milan, and the other at Turin. In the 
Ambrosian portion letters 47, 45, 41 are numbered respectively 
xxxvii, xxxviii, xxxix in a hand of the fifteenth century : in 
the Turin portion, letters i, 46, 56, 20, 30 are numbered 
xliv, xlv, xlviii (three times repeated for xlvi, xlvii, xlviii) in 
the same hand as the text of the MS. Clearly the MS. was 
still entire when the more recent hand supplied certain missing 
numbers. It is probable that it contained before the point 
at which the Ambrosian fragment begins at least the two 
collections of which we are about to speak. 

Next in distinctness to the Cornelian group is another 
which stands near the head of the Cheltenham List : 10, a8, 
37, II, 38, 39. This is found in nearly all the families, in- 
cluding the lost seventh-century MS. F, the eighth-century 
archetype of MCI, etc., and the archetype (which is probably 
older than the eighth century) of L N P. It may be traced 
back even further than this, because besides its presence in 
the Cheltenham List a portion of it at least {Epp. 10, 28, 37 
— in this order) appears to have been used by Lucifer of Cag- 
liari ^. We may infer that the collection was already made 
within a century of Cyprian's death. It has also another 
claim upon our attention besides its antiquity. The two 
oldest members of the MQ family have a subscription at the 
end of Epp. 28, 37, Emendavit Justintjs Romae ^ ; and there 
is a similar subscription at the end of Ep. 39, except that 
Romae is omitted. As Ep. 39 closes the group, while Epp. 
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38, 37 occur high up in it, it is fair to suppose that the sub- 
scription covers the whole group of six Epistles, from 10 to 

39. It probably also included at least 6, 58, as the series 6, 
58, 10, 38, 37 all have a common subject — martyrdom. The 
spurious treatise Be Laude Martyrii is also associated with 
them. It is a matter of speculation at what point in the 
history of the group Justin's recension took place. Most of 
the famous recensions the authors of which can be identified, 
such as the Nicomachean recension of the First Decade of 
Livy, Niceus' recension of Juvenal, the Asterian recension of 
Virgil, and the Mavortian of Ovid, range between the end of 
the fourth and the middle of the sixth centuries : and we shall 
probably not be wrong in assigning those limits to the date 
of Justin. Scholarship in all its forms declined rapidly 
during the sixth century. 

The two letters 55 and 60^ which precede those of Justin's 
recension are both more of the length and character of trea- 
tises, and were apparently regarded as such, though, as I have 
said, in ancient times the distinction between treatises and 
epistles does not seem to have been observed. They stand 
in a sort of near but loose connexion with the Justin group. 

The letters 73, 71, 74, 69, and the records of the Cartha- 
ginian Council, all belong to the controversy on heretical 
baptism. With these was naturally joined Ep. 64, to Fidus, 
on the baptism of infants (Fidus wanted to defer baptism till 
the eighth day, after the precedent of circumcision). Up. 67 
which goes with the same group both in the Cheltenham List 
and elsewhere, is the letter from an African Synod to the 
Churches of Astorga, Leon, and Merida in Spain, about the 
deposition of the bishops Basilides and Martialis. Why this 
letter, and also Bp. 3, about the actor who continued to prac- 
tise his calling as a Christian, should be joined to the group 
is not very apparent ; but the connexion exists in nearly 
all the MSS. It may be that the common idea running 
through the group is that of ' disabilities ;' or the conjunc- 
tion may be due to the local circumstances under which the 
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collection was made. It seems probable that this collection 
at least was put together in Africa. Otherwise it would 
hardly have contained the Sententiae Episcoporvm. The re- 
solutions of the Council would naturally be forwarded to other 
Churches, but not its minutes. But there was considerable 
intercourse between Spain and Africa. Juvencus used an 
African text. 

There remain six letters, 40, 66, 1%, 32, ac, 30. Of these, 
40 and 66 are connected in the archetype of the MQ, family, 
preserved in M. There is no clear connexion of subject between 
them : 40 deals with the ordination of Numidicus, 66 — an 
epistle of much dignity and severity — is addressed to the re- 
calcitrant confessor, Florentius. The other letters, la, 3a, ao, 
30, are combined besides not only in the later MSS. M^, but 
also in the important sixth-century MS. F. They appear to 
be the nucleus of a small collection of correspondence with the 
Church at Rome. 

Just in this portion of the Cheltenham List we are in the 
presence, not of larger aggregations, but of smaller fractions 
of correspondence, which circulated rather as the waifs and 
strays of the collection, yet with a tendency to cohere. 

We may pause to draw out summarily these four collec- 
tions. 

) denotes an insertion in the MS. in question not found in 
most other MSS. 

[ ] denote a displacement, the letter occurring in the MS. 
but in another connexion. When the displacement 
occurs within the group the insertion only is noticed. 
A bracket enclosing several numbers shows that they 
occur together and that their relative order is pre- 
served. 
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And now we ask, what is the bearing of these groupings 
on the criticism of Cyprian's works ? We turn to the letters 
which have not been identified by Mommsen: provisional 
identifications have been proposed for these, but they need to 
be explained rather more in detail. The first that meets us is 
No. 31 on the list (p. 324 above), Aurelio lectori pro ordinato. 
This follows Ep. 38, and it is followed immediately hyEp. 39. 
In other words, it comes in the middle of a group, the recen- 
sion of Justin, where none of the MSS. have any letter at all. 
Is it a lost letter ? It may be, but I doubt it. I suspect that 
Nos. 20, a I were originally a single title, which in the course 
of transcription has got broken in two. I suspect that the 
title originally ran : Ad clerum [probably without et pleiem, for 
it seems to be the custom of the list to omit this addition ; 
cf. No. 39=^. 2o\j)ro Aurelio lectore ordinato. This merely 
involves the displacement oipro, for which there are parallels 
enough in the scribe's note containing the date and the 
account of the stichometry, and the change of lectori into 
lectore. The use of pro instead of de of the MSS. would be 
appropriate, because the letter is commendatory of Aurelius. 
There is however some difiiculty about the (yriyoi assigned to 
this imaginary letter. It is not clear where the number CXL 
came from, unless it was from the next letter but one, CXC 
above. 

The next of the unidentified letters would be Nos. 25, 26. 
Here again we have two letters where there ought to be only 
one. No. 70, as in the LNP collection. And again I am 
tempted to ask whether we have not in these two supposed 
letters Bp. 70 in disguise. Mommsen thinks that the title of 
No. 25 stands for Adae et presbyteris XIII numero, while in 
No. 2,6 the number of the ' co-addressees ' (if the English lan- 
guage will admit such a word) has dropped out before n. But 
that, if I am not mistaken, gives a wrong order : the regular 
phrase is not XIII n but n XIII. Besides, there is no such 
person anywhere else in Cyprian's correspondence as Adam. 
That is of course not conclusive. But putting it together 
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with the fact that we ought from the MSS. to have one letter 
here and one only, I would take leave to conjecture that we 
have again a single letter split in two. The title would then 
be Ad pre»bytero8 numero XVIII preshyteri numero XXX (for 
XXXI'f). The ambiguity as to case of the contraction prh was 
a fruitful source of confusion. 

Of the two remaining gaps, at Nos. 39 and 34, I should 
have little hesitation in filling the first with Ep. 73. Both 
the address Ad Stephanum and the number of trrixoi would agree 
well (100 as compared with 79 lines of Hartel's text). And 
the letter certainly belongs to this group, in which it appears 
with no more inversion of position than is found several times 
elsewhere in B, though it has travelled into another and less 
suitable connexion (Collection D) in L TH. The other, No. 34, 
we might be disposed to identify with Ep. 'j6 (To Nemesianus, 
Felix, Lucius, etc. in the Mines) ; but in that case the num- 
ber of (ttCxol must have been largely corrupted. In the 
address of the preceding letter (Luoi ad Mucratium) Liici ap- 
pears out of place. There is no mention of Lucius in Ej). a. 
But Lucius is found with Felix in the address of Ep. 76 ; 
so that it may be right to bring down Luci\o\ into the next 
line, making the title run Felici Zucio or Lucio Felici et ceteris. 
The place of this letter would be somewhat peculiar. Only in 
one list, that of T, does it come where it ought, along with 
Efjj). 77, 78, 79 : it is more often found at the head of the 
group on Rebaptism. If the identification just suggested is 
right, the Cheltenham List would have it at the foot instead 
of at the head. But I am not altogether satisfied about this 
letter. 

It may be well to set side by side the text of the MSS. 
with the corrections proposed in it. 
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Text op the Cheltenham MS., with The same coebeoted and tdentihed 

MoMMSEn's KUMBEHIN& OP THE WITH EPISTLES AS NUMBERED IN 

"WoBKs OP Ctpeian. Haktel's Edition. 

1 9. de precando deum CXC. Ep. 1 1 . t^e precando deum CXC. 

20. ad clerum IiIIII. \ Ep. 38. ad clerum pro Awrelio lectore 



21. Aurelio lectori pro ordinaio '^ ordinato LIIII. 
CXZ. 

25. Adeprl XIII. n. XXX. Ep. 70. adprbn. XVIIIJrbn. XXX 

26. Ade prh n. CXX. CXX{ = adpresbyterosnumero 

XT^III preshyteri numero 
XXX [versus] CXX). 
29. ad Siephanum C. Ep. 72. ad Stephanum 0. 

33. Luci ad Eueratium XL. Ep. 2 . ad Euoratiura XL. 

34. Felici et ceteris XX. Ep. 76. Felici Luci^o] et ceteris CC ? 

35. de Numidia conf. XXX. Ep. 40. deNumidicooonfessoreXXX. 

In regard to the stichometry, it is hopeless to expect exact 
results with no means of checking the single items such as 
we possess in the case of the Biblical stiehometries. The 
results which I obtain, however, are rather nearer the total in 
the MS. than Dr. Mommsen's. The MS. total is 18,500 
o-rt'xot for all the works enumerated. I make the single items 
amount in aU to 16,456. But no figures are given for the 
treatise Be Dominica Oratione, which occupies 719 lines in 
Hartel's edition. The proportion of a-riyoi to Hartel's lines 
I make to be for the ^^ safely identified treatises and letters 
(without the Testimonia), roughly speaking, 6:5. For the 
treatises alone the proportion is higher : for the first ten it 
appears to be approximately 16: 13. This is reckoned upon 
the basis of the estimates given by Mommsen (p. 155 f-). We 
may allow therefore some 880 o-r^x."' for the missing treatise. 
This gives a grand total of 17,336, which might be taken to 
favour the view that I had dropped out from the number 
assigned to Book III of the Testimonia. It would however 
be as easy to suppose that I had been repeated by mistake in 
the total XV III D. 
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[C. H. TUENER.J 

I. The Old Testament Sxichometry. 

Taking as a starting-point the quotation from the Apocalypse 
(iv. ii) which immediately follows the list of Old Testament 
books — ' Sed ut in Apooalypsis Johannis dictum est : " vidi XXIIII 
seniores mittentes coronas suas ante thronum ^" maiores nostri 
probant hos libros esse canonicos et boo dixisse seniores' — it is 
an obvious conclusion that the Books of the Old Testament are 
reckoned at 24^- This being so, it is natural to ask how the 
number is obtained ; and I can only succeed in securing exactly 
this total by the following calculation : the Books of the Hepta- 
teuch, 7 ; Ruth and Kings, 5 ; Chronicles, 2 ; Maccabees, 2 ; Job, 
Tobit, Esther, Judith, Psalms, i each; altogether 21, leaving for 
Solomon, I ; for the Major Prophets, i ; for the Minor Prophets, I. 

For the treatment of the Books of Solomon, as in some sense a 
unit, a parallel may be found in the method of quotation employed 
in Cyprian's Testimonia. The phrase in sajnentia Salomonis 
introduces texts from both Proverbs and "Wisdom ; with item 

' Dr. Sanday has kindly asked me to add to his paper some notes on the 
stichometry, and more particularly on tliat of St. Cyprian's works. — C. H. T. 

^ A further argument, if one were needed, for the African origin of our 
document, might be drawn from the form of the text. Mittentes is a coinci- 
dence with Primasius against all other authorities ; thronum, too, excludes at 
least the Italian text of St. Ambrose, &c., which seems to use secLes invariably 
for $p6pos. 

I feel so much diflBculty in understanding seniores in two different senses 
in successive lines (cf. sup. p. 337), that I venture to suggest tentatively the 
translation, ' Our predecessors approve that these books are canonical, and that 
this is what " the elders " (of the Apocalypse) meant,' i. e. what is meant by 
24 * elders ' is an equal number of canonical books. 

' It is a curious coincidence that the Books of the New Testament, as the 
text stands at present, amount to the same number : 4 Gospels, 1 3 Epistles of 
St. Paul, Acts, Apocalypse, 3 Epistles of St. John, 2 of St. Peter. 
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%llio he passes from Proverbs to Ecclesiasticus, from Proverbs to 
Wisdom, or from Proverbs to Ecclesiastes ; with a-pid ewndem 
from Wisdom to Proverbs, from Ecclesiastes to Ecclesiasticus. 
There need be no hesitation in accepting the inference that if the 
four Books of Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Wisdom, and Ecclesiasticus, 
were treated as one by the great African writer of the third 
century, the same phenomenon is not unnatural in any African 
writer of the fourth. 

But one of the Books of Solomon is entirely unrepresented in 
the quotations of the Testimonia. Canticles are only quoted by 
Cyprian three times {De Ecel. Unit. § 4 ; Ep. Ixix. § 2 ; E-p. Ixxiv. 
§ 11), and in each case by the title In Cantico Canticorum. But 
if the book is not to be included under the general title ' Solomon,' 
it must have been absent altogether from the Cheltenham List. 
Whether parallels for this could be found I do not know ; I have 
only noticed (i) that Aphraates is said to cite every Book of the 
Old Testament except Canticles and the short prophecy of Obadiah 
(Zahn, Neutest. Kan. i. p. 374, n. 2); (2) that Theodore of Mop- 
suestia, as we learn from his follower Junilius and from his 
opponent Leontius of Byzantium, rejected Canticles as well as 
several other books of the Old Testament (Watkins, Bampton 
Lectures, p. n8; Westcott, Canon, p. 544). Taken together, this 
evidence may seem to show that the Syrian Church of the fourth 
and fifth century was at least suspicious of the book. In any case 
the hypothesis of its exclusion here would not have merited mention 
at all, if it were not that it affords, as will be seen, a possible 
clue to the restoration of the stichometry. 

In estimating the correctness of the stichometries for the dif- 
ferent books, we have for guide, as in the case of the Cyprianic 
stichometry further on, the total given at the end of the list ; but 
we have also, what for Cyprian fails us, a comparison with similar 
lists preserved elsewhere. Dr. Sanday has shown (p. 266) that the 
stichometries found in Vulgate MSS. are substantially the same as 
that of our list. With the obvious substitution of CCL for CCI in 
the Book of Kuth, the list proceeds pari passu with the MSS. 
until we reach the Book of Job, where however the 1800 of the 
Cheltenham List is supported by some Vulgate MSS. against the 
1700 of the majority. The figure for the Book of Esther has 
disappeared from the list, just as happens to the treatise Be 
Dominica Oratione of St. Cyprian; and the explanation in both 
cases is substantially the same, namely, some confusion with similar 

VOL. Ill, X 
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cyphers for books in the immediate neighbourhood. "We should 
doubtless supply the lacuna here with the 700 of the Vulgate. On the 
other hand, the Book of Psalms is unnumbered in the MSS., but 
reckoned at 5000 arixoi in the list. In none of these instances 
is there much uncertainty about the true reading. It is other- 
wise with four of the remaining numbers, those for Solomon, for 
the Major Prophets as a whole, for Ezekiel, and for Daniel ; and 
here it will be helpful to reproduce the concluding figures of the 
list and of the MSS. 



Vulgate MSS. 





Cheltenham List. 


Same 

coujeoturally 

restored. 


Solomon 


^C^. VD 


= 5500 


VTlXL 


Major Pro- 


i^. XVI CCCLXX 


= 16370 


XIII cccxx 


phets 
Isaiah 


iif.lTlDLXXX 


= asSo 




Jeremiah 


v5?. IIII CCCCL 


= 4450 




Daniel 


vef. 00 CCCL 


= 1350 


ODD CCCL 


Ezekiel 


vef . in DCCC 


---3800 


m CCCCXL 


Minor Pro- 


vif. IIIDCCC 


= 3800 




phets 









[total of 5 books, 

7320] 
[total of 4 books, 
I322o(ori332o)] 

3580 

445° 

1850 

3340 (or 3440) 

3800 



The figures for Isaiah, Jeremiah, and the Minor Prophets co- 
incide with the MSS., and may be taken as correct. As to Ezekiel, 
the scribe's eye has apparently wandered on to the next line, for 
he has written the same figure as for the Minor Prophets. The 
figure for Daniel requires the insertion of D, which has perhaps 
slipped down to the next line, and facilitated the confusion of the 
figures for Ezekiel and the Minor Prophets. The sum given 
as the total for the four Prophets, if it is to tally exactly with 
the majority of Vulgate MSS., should be XIII CCXX, and we can 
at once emend the first cyphers of the Cheltenham List, XVI 
being an easy confusion for XIII ; if next we suppose that the 
list had the figure given by some Vulgate MSS. for Ezekiel, 3440 
(for 3340), the corrected total becomes XIII CCCXX, and we 
have now only to excise an L from the figure of the Cheltenham 
List. 

There is left only the figure for ' Solomon' to deal with. The 
items for the other 23 books, if put together, now come to 62460. 
The total given by the list for the whole 24 is 69500. The 
difference of 7040 should therefore be the correct figure for the 
remaining book. VD is the existing figure, and this would re- 



and of the Writings of Cyprian. 307 

present without much difficulty VII; then the L, which has 
unwarrantably crept into the next line (the Major Prophets), will 
help us to the missing cyphers of VII XL. The change is no 
doubt drastic, but there seems no way in which 5500, as it now 
stands in the list, can be harmonized with the data of the Vulgate 
MSS. ; and it is not without weight that the number 7040, arrived 
at on independent grounds, is the exact sum of the Vulgate figures 
for four Solomonic books, and these the four quoted in close con- 
nexion by St. Cyprian : Proverbs, 1740 oti'xoi; Ecclesiastes, 800; 
Wisdom, 1700; Ecclesiasticus, 2800; total, 7040. This result, 
however, and the consequent omission of Canticles, while it ex- 
plains and reconciles a good deal, must remain at present only 
a hypothesis, and a hypothesis not entirely free from difficulty ' 

II. New Testament Stichometet. 

The New Testament stichometry finds similar parallels for the 
Gospels, Acts, and Apocalypse in the Vulgate MSS. ; and the only 
correction needed to bring the list into accordance with the MSS., 
and at the same time to make the items of the four Gospels 
harmonize with their total, is the addition of the cjrpher D to the 
figure for St. Luke. Our real difficulties do not begin till the 
concluding lines — 

eplae Johannis III ver CCCCL. 

una Bola 

eplae Petri II ver CCC 

una sola. 

Zahn's explanation of this curious duplication is accepted by 
Prof. Sanday (p. 243 sup.): 'The author of the list had before 
him a catalogue containing the full number of three Epistles of 
St. John and two of St. Peter; but while himself transcribing 
this, he at the same time inserted a protest in favour of the single 
Epistle in each case which he had himself been in the habit of 
recognising.' No doubt this is the prima facie interpretation 
of the words ; and yet it must seem very improbable that a scribe 
should have had before him a list which, while it excluded 

' It should perhaps be pointed out in favour of the alternative hypothesis of 
the retention of Canticles, that the five books of Solomon according to the 
stichometry of the Vulgate MSS. would amount to 7320 (280 being reckoned 
to Canticles), and the later figures of this number VII ccoxx might conceivably 
have been lost by confusion with the similar figures of the next number in our 
list, XIII cocxx (as restored) of the major Prophets. 

X 3 
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Hebrews, and generally was arranged in so antique an order, 
yet represented a later stage in the history of the Canon by in- 
cluding at least five Catholic Epistles. Even if we suppose that 
only the five actually mentioned (three of St. John and two of 
St. Peter) belonged to the original list, the difficulty is enhanced 
by the inclusion of 2 Peter, which has no early attestation, as 
against the omission of Jude, for which considerable early "Western 
evidence can be quoted. Further, it is part of this hypothesis 
that the original list, with its full and later Canon of Catholic 
Epistles, fell into the hands of some scribe, who in turn represented 
an earlier and less elaborated Canon, of two Catholic Epistles 
only. Is it not possible, and does it not better preserve the homo- 
geneity of the list, to reverse Zahn's hypothesis, and to suppose 
that the original African stichometry contained only i John and 
I Peter, and that what some later scribe did (whether the actual 
scribe of our tenth-century MS. or his predecessor) was to sub- 
stitute ' epistolae Johannis III,' ' Petri II,' while at the same time 
he added 'una sola' as a note or saving clause in each case, im- 
plying that only one was given in the MS. before him ? This 
would explain very simply the absence of all reference to James 
and Jude ; the positive statement of the original ' one Epistle of 
John,' ' one of Peter,' seemed to the scribe to call for correction, 
while the mere omission of two epistles was not an error which 
forced itself in the same way upon his notice. Indeed, since there 
would have been, ex hypothesi, no stichometry for them in the 
original MS., their subsequent insertion in a stichometrical list 
was in itself diflScult; while, on the other hand, the o-ti'xo' 
meant for i Peter and i John only could be attached (however 
erroneously) to the three and two Epistles respectively. If this 
theory of the Canon of the Catholic Epistles be correct, the New 
Testament of the Cheltenham List is identical with that of St. 
Cyprian, who shows no trace, so far as I know, of the use either 
of Hebrews or of the five lesser Catholic Epistles. 

III. The Cypeianic Stichometet. 

I will commence here by supplementing the lists of the Treatises 
and Epistles of St. Cyprian, published on p. 283 sqq., with three 
lists drawn from the Gatalogi Bihliothecarum Antiqui, of G. Becker 
(Bonn, 1885), the first of the ninth, the second of the tenth, the 
third of the twelfth century. 
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Library of 
Reichenau 


Library of 
Lauresiam 


Library of 
Beoi 


Index Cheltonianus 




(P- 7). 

A.D. 822 


t::'l 


(p. 263'), 
Saec. XII. 






No. III. 


Nos. 351, 
352- 


Nos. 105, 
106. 


ad Donatum 


I 


I 


I 


Epp. nume- 
ro xvi. 


ad virgines 


IV 


X 


IV 


I 


de lapsis 


VI 


IV 


VI 


X 


de opere et eleemosynis 


XI 


XII 


V 


IX 


ad Demetrianum 


X 


VII 


XII 


(vol. ii.) 


de ecolesiae unitate 


V 


XIII 


XIII 


XIII 


de zelo et livore 


XIII 


VI 


VII 


XII 


de mortalitate 


VIII 


VIII 


VIII 


VXII 


de patientia 


XII 


XI 


X 


IV 


ad Fortunatum 


IX 


IX 


XI 


V 


de domini oratione 


VII 


V 


IX 


VI 


ad Quirinum (Testimonia) 


III 


Ep. 63 
ad Anbari- 


ad Tiburti- 
num 
= Ep.581 


de simbolo 
fidei ad 
Lauren- 
tium 
III 






tanos 


(vol. ii.) 


(libb. ii.) 






= Ep. 58 










II 


Epp. nume- 








ad Roga- 


ro xliii. 








tianum 










= Ep. 6? 










ad presby- 










teros et 










diaconoa 










Epp. iii 










= Epp. 1 1, 










38,39? 






The first and third 


of thes 


e new lists 


do not uni 


ortunately 



' other shorter lists would be those of (i) Bobbio, saec. x. (p. 66), nos. 149- 
154; 149, 150, ad Demetrianum, libros ii. 151, de diligendo Deo, lib. i. 
'52, 153, ad Quirinum, libros ii. 154, de diversis opusculis, lib. i; (2) Pom- 
puse, A.D. 1093 (p. 159) no. 8, sermoues et epistolae Ixxxi : de Judaica in- 
credulitate ad Vigilium episcopum. Versus Domini Joaunis de coena mai 
Cypriani. 

Cf. 1, no. 67 (p. 15) epistolae : 11, no. 109 (p. 27) de canonibus et institu- 
tionibus ecclesiastioorum Ixxxvii (app. the Sent. Ep.) : 15, no. 259 (p. 34) 
epistolae : 18, no. 36 (p. 39) omeliae : 21, no. 13, 14 (p. 42) sermones, litterae : 
26, no. 21 (p. 60) cena nuptiarum : 68, no. 84 (p. 151) epistolae : 79, no. 97 (p. 
187) epistolae; 80, no. 194 (p. 193) ad Donatum ; 86, no. 57 (p. 201) epistolae : 
95, no. 112 (p. 213) super domiuicam orat. -. 96, no. 59, an English monastery, 
(p. 216) epistolaris: 136, no. 244 (p. 283) libri iiii, cum quibusdam epistolis. 



present any very striking parallels to the still unique order of the 
treatises in tlie Index Cheltonianus ; though minor points of 
contact might be noted, e. g. XIII, VIII, XII of the Bee MS., 
compared with XIII, XII, VIII of our list. Of more interest 
is the Lauresham list. Beyond question it supplies the 
answer to the problem which Dr. Sanday propounds (p. 291, 
sup.), as to the order which L of the Testimonia and Epistles 
would have supported, if extant, for the treatises ; for L, 
though now a Vienna, was originally a Lauresham MS. 
written in the ninth century, and is undoubtedly identical with 
No. 352 in the tenth- century Lauresham catalogue, item Gaecilii 
Cypriani epiatolae numero xliii in alio codice, only that for xliii 
we should read xlviii. But if this is so, then the companion 
volume No. 351, from which the list of treatises given above is 
reproduced, will give us just what we want. Of the twelve 
epistolae which it contains, eleven are identical with treatises 
of Hartel's first volume, leaving only three, the Quod idola, the 
Testimonia, and the Sent. Ejip. to be accounted for ; but these 
all occur in the second or extant volume. Conversely, the only 
epistola of this lost volume not identical with a treatise, is entitled 
ad Tiburtinum ; and I have no hesitation in identifying this with 
Ep. 58, ad TibaritoMOS, which is absent from the extant L (though 
every other epistle of Cyprian's own of the same length is included 
in its collection) and present in every large collection of the letters. 
Dr. Sanday speculated whether the line of L was continued in P, 
in Oi, or in 0^ and H. A comparison with the Tables on p. 283 
will show that as between these MSS. it is the order of O3 and H 
which reappears in L, with the difference that XII and XIII 
immediately succeed V, and that XI is postponed to VIII and X. 
So far as they go, these alterations bring L into rather nearer 
connection with the Cheltenham order, but the nearness is not 
sufficient to be striking. 

It is otherwise with the order of the Epistles, where the following 
list will show that a very remarkable parallel to the Cheltenham 
List can be found in a minor MS. named by Hartel 11, to which 
my attention was in the first instance directed by noticing that in 
the apparatus criticus of Ep. 78, the Liici of No. 33 in the list 
was reproduced only in the Lucii of i^. On p. xlvi of his preface 
Hartel gives a list of the contents of this MS., which on the 
ground of scriptorum ordo passim servatus he concludes to depend 
on T. But the following Table will show that for the Epistles 
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covered by the Cheltenham List, the order of \t. is intermediate 
between T and L. It is true that it contains a large number of 
the letters which are peculiar to T among the leading MSS., but 
in a quite dissimilar sequence, and, so far as a hasty glance enables 
one to judge, probably not with a derived text ^ Even the one 
deviation in the order of the Treatises (T, XI, VIII; ;., VIII, XI) 
is not unimportant, for \i. here coincides with S, W, P, 0^, 0^, 0,, 
against 0„ H, M: — 



T. 


A"- 


Index Cheltonianus. 


L. 


Ill 


III 


(12) ad Quirinum, libri 
III 


Ill ad Quirinam 


■63 


Ep.63 


(13) ad Antonianum 


Ep. 63 de Sacramento do- 






= Ep. 55 


minici calicis 


6 


55 


(14) de calice dominico 
= Ep. 63 


6 ad confessores 


55 


6 


(15) de laude martyrii 


55 ad Antonianum 




de laude 




de Comelio et 




martyrii 




Novatiano 


10 


10 


(16) ad confesaores mar- 


10 ad martyras et 






tyrum =Ep. lo 


confessores 


28 


28 


(17) Moysi et Maximo 


28 Moai et Maximo 






= Ep. 28 


presbyterorum 
et ceteris con- 
fessoribus 


37 


37 


(18) ad eosdem alia 

= Ep. 37 


37 quibus supra 


II 


II 


(19) de precando deum 


1 1 ad clerum de pre- 






= Ep. II 


cando dec pro 
peccatis nostris 






(20) ad clerum 





' JSartel asserts (p. xlvii) that ^ and four other MSS. depend on T so 
directly, that in no case does a more ancient reading appear in any one of 
them ; where they are right against T, it is through conjectural restorations. 
On looking through Ep. 22 it seems possible that /x in the following instances 
may alone preserve the true reading : p. 533, 1. 11, ante ipsam ; p. 534, 1. 13, 
a sapore, 1. 14, tam tolleravimus, 1. 18, in pignerarium ; p. 535, 1. 5, sit, 1. 1 1 , 
significastis vos, et Satuminum, etc. 

It may be added that ^ presents a near parallel to the MS. of Cyprian, 
catalogued in the 12th century at Pompuse (see sup. p. 309), which contained 
81 sirmones et epistulae, de Judaica incredulitate ad Vigilium episcopum, 
and versus Domini Joaimis de coena mai Cypriani. Similarly /i after 
96 letters and treatises closes with ad Vigilium episcopum de iudaioa incre- 
dulitate, Yersiculos dm loannis de cena sci Cypriani, Caenam Cypriani. 



T. 

Ep. 38 



39 


39 


S8 
60. 5?. 59. 


58 


52- 47- 45. 




44- 51- 

[8 Epp. to 

Cornelius, 


r— 1 


omitting 

Ep. 48] 

13- 43- 65. 

I. 61. 46. 

66 


8 

■a 

i 


64 
76 


76 



73 

71 
70 



Sent. Epp. 
Ep. 74 



69 

67 
64 



38 



73 

71 
70 



Sent. Epp. 
Ep. 74 



69 

40 
67 

64 



Index Cheltonianus. 

(21) Aurelio lectori pro 

ordinate =Ep. 38 

(22) Celerino = Ep. 39 



(23) ad lobianum 

= Ep. 73 



(24) ad Quintum 

= Ep. 71 

(25) ad eprB XIII 5. 

(26) ad eprB 5. CXX 

= Ep. 70? 

(27) Sent. Epp. 

(28) ad Pompeium 

= Ep. 74 

(29) ad Stephanum 

= Ep. 72? 

(30) ad Fidum = Ep. 64 



(31) ad Magnum 



= Ep. 69 
(32) ad Martialem 

=Ep. 67 

(33)0 ad Eucratium 

= Ep. 2 



L. 

Ep. 3 8 ad clerum et plebem 
de Aurelio con- 
fessore lectore 
ordinato 
39 ad clerum et plebem 
de Celerlno 

60 ad Cornelium de 
confeasione eius 



76 ad martyras et 
confessores in 
metallo consti- 
tutos 

73 ad luvaianum de 
hereticis bapti- 
zandis epistolae 
numero tres 

71 ad Quintum 

70 [no inscr.] 



Sententiae episcoporum 
Ep. 74 adPompeiumcon- 

tra epistulam 

Stephani 



69 ad Magnum de 
Novatiano 

67 de Martiale et 

Basilide 
64 ad Eidum de in- 

fantibua bapti- 

zandis 
2 ad Eucratium de 

hietrione 
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1. 

32. 20. 12- 



de laude 
mart. 



40 

78 _ 
ad Lucium 
et qui cum 
eo sunt 

79 
epistula 
Feliois 
laderis 
Folianis 

76 

77 






60. 67- 69- 

52- 47- 45- 

44- 51. 

13 

43- 65 



78 
Lucii et qui 
cum eo 
sunt 

79 
Felix lader 
Pollianus 



77 
1. 61. 46. 



Index Cheltouianus. 



(33)i Luci =Ep. 78 



(34) Felici et ceteris 

= Ep. 79 



66 



54 



32 



12 

20 



30 



(35) lis Numidia conf. 

= Ep. 40 

(36) ad Florentium 

= Ep. 66 



(37) adpresb =Ep. 54 



(38) ad eosdem et diac 
= Ep. 32 



(39) ad clerum urb 

= Ep. 20 

(40) Bomani reso. 

= Ep. 30 



(41) adversus Jud. 
(42-50) ad Corneliuni 

vim 
(51) vita Cypriani 



L. 



13 

de laude mart. 

43-65 

12. I. 56. 3 

47- 45- 48. 44 
61. 46. 57. 69 

Quod idola 

[om.] 



[om.] 



Ep. 66 ad Florentium 
quern et Pnp- 
pianum 
40 de Numidico con- 
fessore presby- 
tero ordinato 

4- 72. 51 

54 ad Maximum pres- 
byterum et ur- 
bemetSidonium 
et Macarium 

32 Cyprianus ad 
presbyteros et 
diaconos 

20 ad Komanos 

12 

30 Cypriauo papae 
pprr et diaconi 
Komae consis- 
tentes 

[om.] 

[om. hoc loco] 



[om.] 
[om. hoc 

loco] 
[om. hoc (51) vita Cypriani [om.] 

loco] 
Now by the aid of these lists and of the headings to the letters 



in L (those for T and \>. are, except for Epistles 78, 79, unfor- 
tunately not given in Hartel) it becomes possible to identify with 
certainty the letters contained in the Cheltenham stichometry. 
The list in T is not very helpful, and is chiefly given to point the 
contrast with the list of /* ; there is only one case in which it stands 
alone of the three in presenting a parallel to Mommsen's List, 
and that is in containing the tract Adversus Judaeos. But the 
lists in yu and L are of primary value. In the majority of cases 
the order of both is in strict agreement with that of the Cheltenham 
List. In only three cases do they agree against it, in the insertion 
of Epistle 6 (towards the beginning), of Epistle 76 (before Ep. 73) 
and of Epistle 1 2 (towards the end) ; but in the first and last of 
these cases, though the two MSS. agree in inserting the Epistles, 
they vary slightly in their place ; and as to the first of them I shall 
have to ask presently whether it should not be restored to the 
Cheltenham List as well. Conversely, in only one case is the 
insertion of a letter by the List unsupported by one or other of 
the two MSS., namely the Ad Stephanum, which follows Ep. 74. 
and which Dr. Sanday naturally identifies with Ep. 72 '. Starting 
from this substantial agreement, we work back on doubtful cases, 
(i) With Dr. Sanday I have no manner of doubt that No. 20 of 
the List ad clerum is to be merged into the title either of No. 19 
or of No. 21, both of them letters addressed to the clergy; possibly 
even the words formed a general marginal heading for the three 
letters Nos. 19, 21, 22, the inscriptions to all of which in L begin 
ad clerum''. (2) As to Nos. 25 and 26 Dr. Sanday is of course 
right in rejecting Mommsen's Adam, and right too in seeing that 
Epistle 70 is contained somewhere in it. My only doubt is whether 
Epistle 76 which ^i and L agree in placing in this neighbourhood 
(before Epistle 73) should be also discovered here. (3) Of No. 29 
I have already spoken. (4) The List in ^ offers, I believe, a certain 
clue to the identification of Nos. 33 h and 34. They are really 
Epistles 78 with the simple heading Luci as in n, and Ep. 79, 
where, by a not unusual error, ' Felix and others,' are made the 
recipients instead of the writers of the letter. It is to be noted 
that the stichometry suits the latter Epistle exactly. 

^ But see below, p. 320. 

" I should be inclined to read Nos. 21, 22 rather differently to Dr. Sanday, 
taking pro as the contraction for preshylero, ' de Aurelio lectori presbytero 
ordinato,' ' de Celerino,' comparing the headings in L (p. 312 sup.), which how- 
ever correctly makes Aurelius a confessor ordained reader, not a reader 
ordained presbyter. 
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We are now in a position to sum up the results of the relation- 
of the two MSS. to the List. For Nos. 12 to 15 of the List, 
the closest parallel comes from ^, which contains the de laude 
marlyrii in this part ; indeed if, as I hope to show, Ep. 6 should 
be inserted in the List after No. 15, the group, though not the 
order, of the five- epistles will be identical. From No. 16 to No. 
22 L and /* tally exactly with the subject-matter and even order 
of the List. Then fi adds Ep. 58 which L placed at the end of 
the treatises, while the List omits it altogether; and L adds 
Ep. 60 which IX and doubtless the List as well include elsewhere 
in the larger collection of letters to Cornelius. Both L and n 
add next Ep. 76. From Nos. 23 to 28 the three Lists work 
together again. No. 29 if a separate letter is peculiar, in this 
position, to the List. Nos. 30 to 33 form a group of four Epistles 
common to all three collections (save that /x interpolates in the 
middle of it Ep. 40 which in L and the List comes later), in the 
order of which however L and n are combined against the List. 
As we shall see from the stichometry. No. 3 1 of the List must be the 
first part only of Ep. 6g ad Magnum in the form in which L 
and S (Hartel gives no information about /i. or T) contain it, 
breaking off at p. 760, 1. 13 ^ After this L and n insert each a 
considerable body of Epistles not found, at least in this place, in 
the List, li leads off with a collection of eight letters to Cornelius, 
followed by three others. L has here besides two treatises {De 
laude martyrii and Quod idola) substantially the same letters, 
though those to Cornelius are not connected into a single group. 
Next the two Epistles Nos. 33 6 and 34 of the List (Epp. 78, 
79) find their parallel in ju ; and after four more Epistles in /i 
(three of them having occurred in L shortly before) the three 
authorities finally converge once more. Nos. 35 and 36 occur in 
inverse order in L, while the first of them is absent in this place 
from fi., having occurred before. L next interpolates three letters, 
and then we have Nos. 37 to 40 parallel even to their order with 
a group of five in L and n, only that Ep. 1 2 of the two MSS. does 
not reappear in the List^. The spurious tract Adversus Judaeos 
(No. 41) is an interpolation of the List. Finally the letters to 

1 At least Hartel does not quote L for the second part of this letter : on the 
other hand he quotes the sister MS. P, throughout, and in his critical preface 
(Vol. III. p. xxx) he nowhere hints that Bp. 69, part ii, is absent from any 
one of the family L N P. 

2 There is little doubt that No. 37 should be identified not, as Mommsen 
and Dr. Sanday believe, with Ep. 12, but with Ep. 54. In favour of the latter 
are the order in /« and i, the stichometry, and the change in the title of No. 38 
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Cornelius would most naturally be the connected set of eight' (Epp. 
60, 57, 59, 52, 47, 45, 44, 51) which occurs earlier together in /*, 
and, though in another neigbourhood, in T. 

In passing to the consideration of the stichometry proper of the 
Cyprianic List, it is first of all to be noted that, as in the case of 
the Old Testament, the individual items as given in the MS. amount, 
when added together, to a total appreciably variant from the sum 
named at the end of the List ; the latter being ' fiunt omnes versus 
XVIII. D ' (18,500), while the items, according to Dr. Sanday's calcu- 
lation, come to 16,456, according to my own to 16,256, or 200 less. 
No figures, however, are given for the Be Dominica Oratione ; prob- 
ably the number has not simply dropped out, but has been merged 
with the numbers preceding, for No. 9 Be Patientia has the figure 
860, which is demonstrably too large, as this treatise is only sHghtly 
longer than No. 8 Be Mortalitate with 550. A proposed restoration 
of this passage is subjoined, 



N"o. 8. de mortalitate 

9. de patientia 

10. ad Fortunatum 

11. de domini oratione 



As read in the MS. 
DL 

DCCCLX 
DCCXL 



As conjecturally restored. 
DL 
DC 

DCCCLX 
DCCCXL 



a change which exactly fits the relative lengths of the three treatises, 
and adds 700 to our total, bringing it up to 16,956, still 1500 too 
little. But in the next place, the third book of the Testimonia, 
which, as it stands, is more than twice as long as any other treatise 
of St. Cyprian's, has only the figure 770 ; and I am as yet entirely 
unconvinced by any of the reasons which have been brought for- 
ward in favour of the theory of a large and systematic interpolation 
in this book since Cyprian's time'^. On the contrary, the com- 
bined arguments of the apparent homogeneity of the Biblical text 
throughout the Testimonia with the defect of 1500 in the sum 
of the items of the stichometry, leave little doubt that we ought 
to add ioootothefigureforBookIII(oo DCCLXXfor DCCLXX). 
By these two alterations the defect is reduced to 544 ; but even so 
it is obvious that the existing text of the stichometry, if the items 

to 'ad eosdem et diao,' suggesting that the previous letter was ' ad presbyteros ' 
only. 

' Jerome too in his Chronicle (Schoene, p. 180) says ' extant ad eum Cypriani 
viii epistulae.' 

' It has escaped the notice at least of Hartel that not only Jerome but 
Augustine {Contra duas epp. Pelagianorum, iv. 27 ; vol. i. p. 320) quotes 
against Pelagius the 64th title of the Third Book of the Testimonia with its 
three proof texts ; and while Jerome gives some support to the inferior MSS. 
of Cyprian, Augustine is much closer to the group LBV. 
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are to be made to tally with the total, must be decidedly imperfect. 
Can it be restored, and if so, to what extent ? 

In a large proportion of cases, the relation between the actual 
length of the various treatises and epistles, with the figures of the 
stichometry, will be found to be fairly uniform. Taking as a basis 
the number of lines in Hartel's edition, but on a slightly revised 
system (as explained below) ' it will be found that in a very large 
number of cases, the arixos is to Hartel's line in a proportion vary- 
ing not far from that of five to four ; or to put it otherwise, if the 
figure 32 be taken to represent Hartel's line, a fixed quantity, the 
(TTixor of each book is to it in the proportion of 40 more or less ; 
in the treatises it rises above this average (42 to 32). The follow- 
ing table will illustrate this : — - 

Title. 

1 . ad Donatum 

2. ad virgines 

3. de lapsia 

4. de opere et eleemosyua 

5. ad Demetrianum 

6. de eoolesiae unitate 

7. de zelo et livore 

8. de mortalitate 

9. de patientia 

10. ad Fortunatum 

11. de domini oratione 

12. ad Quirinum i 

,. ii 

„ iii 

13. ad Antonianum (Ep. Iv) 

14. de calice dominioo (Ep. Ixiii) 

15. de laude martyrii 

16. ad confessores martyrum (Ep. x) 

17. Moysi et Maximo (Ep. xxviii) 

18. ad eosdem alia (Ep. xxxvii) 

19. de precando deum (Ep. xi) 

' I have endeavoured to calculate the lines as exactly as possible, and have 
allowed both for parts of lines at the end of paragraphs, as well as for the 
larger print employed in Biblical quotations, and the smaller print in the 
Appendix (Vol. Ill) ; in the Testimonia, ad Fortunatum and Sententiae 
Upiscoporum there are also the titles of chapters to be taken into account. 
Consequently the number of lines given is smaller than the totals in Hartel. 

' As already restored. 

' Mommseu forgot to allow for the two long interpolations of W in Test. iii. 
20 and 59, which amount to nearly 200 lines. 



Estimate of 


Sticho- 


Proportion 


lines in 
Hartel as 
corrected. 


metry of 
the MS. 


of line to 


312 


410 


32 to 42 


445 


500 


[36] 


657 


980 


[48] 


518 


670 


41 or 42 


486 


635 


[36] 


548 


76° 


[44] 


322 


420 


42 


426 


56° 


41 or 42 


465 


600^ 


42 


656 


860 ^^ 


42 


644 


840 2 


42 


438 


550 


40 


802 


850 


[34l 


1426' 


1770' 


40 


525 


650 


40 


345 


46° 


42 


56° 


830 


[48] 


no 


140 


41 


6° 


70 


46 


84 


120 


45 or 46 


148 


190 


41 
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Title. 

^° [ adclerum de Aurelio (Ep. xxxviii) 

22. de Celerino (Ep. xxxix) 

23. ad Jobaianum (Ep. Ixxiii) 

24. ad Quintum (Ep. Ixxi) 



? 



26. ad pfb \or epos or frs] (Ep. Ixx) 

27. sententiae episcoporum 

28. ad Pompeium (Ep. Ixxi v) 

29. ad Stephanum (Ep. Ixxii !1) 

30. ad Fidum (Ep. Ixiv) 

31. ad Magnuin (Ep. Ixix, part l) 

32. ad Martialem (Ep. Ixvii) 
33 a. ad Eucratium (Ep. ii) 

J. Luci (Ep. Ixxviii) 

34. Felici et ceteris (Ep. Ixxix) 

35. de Numidico (Ep. xl) 

36. ad Florentium (Ep. Ixvi) 

37. ad presbyteros (Ep. liv) 

38. ad eosdem et diao. (Ep. xxxii) 

39. ad clerum urb. (Ep. xx) 

40. Eomani resc. (Ep. xxx) 

41. adversus Judaeos 

42-50. ad Cornelium Villi [? VIII] 
51. vita Cypriani 



Estimate of 
lines in 
Hartel as 
corrected. 

41 



446 

80 

! 

88 

4.^8 
238 

72 

90 

238 

196 

34 

yi 
16 

24 

180 

62 

20 

67 

177 

265 

1062 

477 



Sticho- 
metry of 
the MS. 

54 
140 or 100 

550 
100 

3° 
120 
520 
290 
100 
io5 
284 

350 

40 

? 

20 

30 
207 

72 

25 

70 

215 

290 

1108 

600 



Proportion 
of line to 

32 to 42 

[50 or 36J 

39 "r 40 

40 

43 or 44 
3« 

39 

44 or 45 

37 or 38 

38 

[67] 

38 

? 

40 
40 
37 
37 
40 
39 or 40 

39 

36 or 37 

[33 or 34] 
40 



Now, accepting the emendations with which we started, we find 
that 35 out of 45 items give a proportion (to 32) ranging from 36^ 
to 45^, or in other words between 8 to 7 and 10 to 7. But the 
result can be stated more strikingly when the gradual decrease of 
the relative number of (m'xoi to lines, as the list progresses, is brought 
into notice. Of the first eleven items (the treatises), seven stand at 
41 or 42 (to 32); of the next fifteen, nine vary only between 39^ 
and 42; of the last nineteen, thirteen vary between 36I and 40. But 
this large amount of similaritj'' enables us to turn back on the sticho- 
metry and emend those cases where the proportions are radically 
different, remembering in doing so that to bring the items into agree- 
ment with the total more than 500 additional (rri'xoi are required. 

In the first place then the o-t-i;^oi for Nos. 2 and 3 (D and 
DCCCCLXXX are respectively too few and too many, but it is 
easy to suppose that either C or LXXX has been transferred by a 
copyist from one figure to the next, and that we should read — 
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2. ad virgines 

3. de lapsis 



445 



657 



32 to 42 or 44 



32 to 44 or 43 



I DLXXX (580) or 

DC (600) 

DCCCC (900) or 
! DCCCLXXX (880) ' 

No. 5 needs the addition of C and will then read — 
5. ad Demetrianum | 486 | DCXXXV (635) | 32 to 42 

No. 6 supported by our revised figures for Nos. 2 and 3 will 
probably stand ; and in the result all eleven treatises vary between 
4i| and 44, while 100 (ttixoi (at No. 5) are to be added to our total. 
In the next division the numbers for the second book of the 
Testimonia are (as already mentioned) obviously too low. Here 
again C must be inserted, though even then the proportion of a-rixm 
to lines is less than in any treatise or epistle in the neighbourhood. 
12 b. ad Quirinum ii | 802 | DCCCCL (950) | 321038 

For No. 1 5 the figure is too large ; and it seems not unlikely 
that Epistle 6 [Ad Oonfessores Z), found in this place both in L and fi, 
originally stood in our list also, its figure being merged in No. 15, 
its title in No. 16 {Ad Oonfessores Marti/rum) so that we might 
restore — 



150. de laude martyrii 


550 


DCC (700) 


32 to 40 or 41 


b. ad oonfessores (Ep. vi) 


95 


CXXX (130) 


43 or 44 


1 6. ad martyras (Ep. x) 




[as before] 





Nos. 17 and 18 present figures higher than we should expect; 
but it must be remembered that the shorter the piece, the more 
difficult to secure an accurate stiohometry without descending to 
units ; and the list seldom goes below tens. In any case it is not 
proposed here to go into detail except where change is manifestly 
necessary and where, when made, it would affect sensibly the totals 
of the items. Passing to the three numbers, 20, 21, 22, v/e have 
found only the two letters on the ordination of Aurelius and 
Celerinus to apply to them, and of these two the former is well 
suited by the figure of No. 20, the latter not by either No. 21 or 
No. 22 as they stand. Perhaps we should alter No. 21 from CXL 
to CXV with the result :— 

22. de Celerino (Ep. xxxix) | 89 | CXV (115) | 32 to 41 or 42 
In any case one figure will be superfluous ; and if we substitute 
115 for 140 and 100, 125 a-rlxoi must be subtracted from the total. 
The problem suggested by Nos. 25 and 26 has been alluded to 
before. It is clear that Ep. 70 is to be placed here ; and if a second 
letter is to be looked for, it would apparently be Ep. 76, which 
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appears in the immediate neighbourhood in both L and /n, and like 
Ep. 70 is addressed to a body of bishops ; and its arixoi being about 
180 (CLXXX), 150 would be added to the figures as they stand 
(XXX). If on the other hand with Dr. Sanday (p. 301 sup.) we 
combine Nos. 25, 26 to produce Ep. 70, the trnx"'- of No. 25 dis- 
appear, and our total loses 30. 

No. 29 aii Stejihanum has a proportion of arlxoi unusually large 
for this neighbourhood, and Ep. 72 with which it has been tenta- 
tively identified, is not found in this connection either in X or /i ; 
it is therefore possible that we have again an erroneous reduplica- 
tion of the preceding number, the full title of which in Z is ' ad 
Pompeium contra epistolam Ste2>hani' {= ad Pomjpeium adv. 
Stephanum). St. Augustine too, as Abp. Benson points out ', 
though he treats in detail of the Cyprianic literature of the Ke- 
baptism controversy, obviously did not know of this letter to 
Stephen. No. 30 is the first of several (Nos. 30, 31, 36, 37) the 
figures of which look suspicious because they violate the general 
rule, observed even in the case of the shortest epistles (Nos. 33, 
34) 35); of having round numbers ; and in each of these four 
instances a slight increase would give a better proportion, though 
the only quite obvious change is that in No. 37 LXXV should be 
read for LXXII, and the proportion rise from 37 to 39. A case 
which more certainly calls for correction is No. 32 ; and we cannot 
be far wrong if for CCCL we read CCL. 

32. ad Martialem (Ep. Ixvii) | 196 | 250 | 32 to 41 

No. 33 ^ Luci ad Euoratium' we have seen to be compounded 
of Ep. 2 ' Ad Euoratium * (to which the figure XL belongs) and Ep. 
78, ' Luei,' for which a figure must be supplied : — 

33?). Luoi (Ep. Ixxviii) | 37 | 45 or 50 | 3210390x43 

Emendation is again necessary for Nos. 42-50, where 11 08 is 
very considerably too little. In the MS. as it stands — ' Ad Cornelium 
Vim CO VIII ' — it looks as if the latter cyphers were a repetition, 
or possibly a correction (VIII for Villi) of the number of the 
letters to Cornelius. If nine is the correct number, they are 
doubtless the nine letters so addressed of our present collection ; if 
eight, then probably the eight which are grouped together in /i, Ep. 
48 being the absentee'' The nine letters amount to 1062 lines, the 
eight to 1016, and judging by the proportions which prevail in the 

1 Diet. Clir. Biog. i. 750 a. See note at end of this paper, p. 324. 
^ Jerome too recognises eight : Chron. (ed. Sehoene, p. 181) ' extant ad 
[Cornelium] Cypriani viii epistulae.' 
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neighbouring numbers, the existing figure 1108 must have super- 
seded something like 1300 in the one case, or 1250 in the other. 

42-50. ad Cornelinm Villi I 1062 For I 1300 for) 1 

'- ^ f ^2 to qo or 4.0 

[or VIII] I 1016] I 1350] i I i-'^jy^^ 

To put together then the various changes made, arlxpi- were added 
for No. 5 (100), for No. 12 b (100), for No. 33 b (about 50), for Nos. 
42-50 (150 or 200), and were subtracted from Nos. 21, 22 (about 
1 2 5) and from Nos. 29 and 32 (100 each); a net addition of about 100. 
But the defect to be made good was much larger than this, and our 
items are still left in a minority of from 400 to 500 as compared 
with the same total — about 18,030 or 18,080 to 18,500. It would 
seem most likely that the remaining lacunae are to be supplied by 
the supposition that some letters have dropped out, rather than by 
increasing to so large an extent the figures of the letters already 
discussed. Suggestions as to lost letters must be hypothetical in 
the extreme ; but among possibilities may be mentioned one or more 
of the following ; Ep. 76 at No. 25 (180 oti'xoi) ; Ep. 58 AdThihari- 
tanos — which is found in nearly all collections — somewhere between 
No. II, its place in L, and No. 22 its place in ft (300 (ttixoi) ; Quod 
idola dii non sint (240 o-ti'xoi); and at No. 31 the second part of 
Ep. 69 as follows : — 

31. ad Magnum (Ep. Ixix a) 
31?). ad [eundem (Ep. Ixix 61 

32. de]' Martiale (Ep. Ixvii) 

Further or more detailed enquiry into the stichometry does not 
seem likely to be fruitful or profitable ; and it only remains now 
to ask what light is thrown by the Cheltenham List on the 
history of the Cyprianic correspondence. In the forefront of 
the answer to such a question would come the result that no 
single one of the letters mentioned can with any reasonable 
probability be said to be absent from the extant collection. It 
would be possible to go further and to doubt whether more than 
a very few of Cyprian's letters that were preserved at all have 
failed to survive to our own time. With regard to isolated 
epistles, we are not indeed in a position to decide ; but by far 
the larger number of his letters must have belonged to groups — 
to the controversies about the lapsed, about Novatianism, about 
heretical baptism — and the parts of each group are so intricately 
bound up together, that the absence of one link in the chain could 
scarcely pass unnoticed. In the first half of the letters there is 
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238 


284 


33 to 38 


133 


ISO (CL) 


39 


196 


250 (CCL) 


41 
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(so far as I have seen) only one instance where we seem obliged 
to assume a lost letter of Cyprian's own, namely when the 
Roman clergy {Ejp. xxxvi. 4) refer to his writing to them about 
Privatus of Lambaese, a description which does not apply to any 
extant epistle. It is not indeed surprising that we have to pos- 
tulate in these series a considerable number of lost letters directed 
to him, for it was of course his letters alone which formed the 
nucleus of the collections in the first instance, and the loss of the 
former only enhances the significance of the preservation of so 
large a number of the latter. In our own Cheltenham List, out 
of about 36 epistles present, 33 are from Cyprian, three only to 
him (Nos. 33b, 34 — wrongly given as 'To Felix,' instead of 'From 
Felix' — 40), a proportion of 11 to i; in the complete collection as 
we have it the numbers are 65 to 16, a proportion of only 4 to i. 

Where were the first collections of Cyprian's writings made ? 
The Eoman Church had indeed preferred to remember, not his 
quarrel with one Pope, but his support and recognition of another ; 
and the names of Cyprian and Cornelius were enshrined together 
in the canon of the mass, as their portraits were depicted side by 
side in the catacombs. Still, Cyprian had naturally not the same 
authority for Koman as for African readers ; and if Eome was the 
scene of some of the later and fuller editions of his correspondence, 
we should probably look across the sea for the first. And although 
the letters to Cornelius appear in a collected shape as early as 
the Cheltenham List, the rest of the correspondence between 
Cyprian and Rome (of which 1 1 more letters from him and 7 to 
him are now extant) is singularly imperfect in all earlier collec- 
tions; and the 13 epistles which were sent over with Epistle 20 '■ 
— that is, no doubt, Epistles 5-7, 10-19 — ^'I'e the last to appear 
anything like completely, while contrariwise the Epistle which 
accompanied them has a place in our List, suggesting perhaps 
that it was incorporated into the collected correspondence in 
Africa, where it would circulate independently, rather than in 
Rome, where a number of other letters were attached to it. 

But if Cyprian was something of an alien to Rome, in Africa he 
was pre-eminently, until his fame was eclipsed by the greater fame 
of Augustine, the saint to whose writings the Church by preference 
appealed. It was there only in the West '^ that his declarations on 

' -Bp. XX. 2, ' Epistolae pro temporibus emissae numero tredecim quas ad 
yo3 transmisi.' 
^ In the East the Greek translation of the Sententiae Episcoporum, or votes 
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baptism were regarded as authoritative ; and the series of letters 
which contain them is that most completely represented both in 
the Cheltenham List and in the earliest MSS. Even in Africa, 
however, it is perhaps improbable that there was any official 
Karthaginian collection, for the early letters to the clergy and 
others at Karthage are conspicuous by their absence from the first 
lists. It is rather to individual energies, acting independently in 
difiierent parts of the province, that the germs of the collection 
should be ascribed. Cyprian's desire was always that copies of 
all important pronouncements should be reproduced as widely 
as possible among those who looked to his guidance ' ; and though 

of the Karthaginian Council on Eebaptism of 256 A. D., was ratified as Canon 
Law by the Quinisextine Council in Trullo, A. D. 691. 

' The following quotations will illustrate this exhaustively : — 

(i) ^f. XXV. (538. 16), to Caldonius, an African bishop : ' Librum tibi cum 
epistulis numero quinque misi quaa ad clerum et ad plebem et ad martyras 
quoque et confessores feci ; quae epistulae etiam plurimis collegis nostris missae 
plaouerunt.' Cf. Eji. xxvi (539. 13) referring to the same letters, Epp. 15-19. 

(ii) £p. xxxii. (565. 8), to the clergy of Karthage: ' Vos curate quantum 
potesfcis pro diligentia vestra ut et scripta nostra et illorum resoripta fratribus 
nostris innotescant. Sed et si qui de peregrinis episcopi collegne mei vel 
presbyteri vel diacones praesentes fueriut vel supervenerint, haec omnia de 
vobis audiant. Et si exempla epistularum transoribere et ad suos perferre 
voluerint, facultatem transoriptionisacoipiant;' referring to Epp. 27, 28, 30, 31. 

(iii) £p. xxxiv. 3 (570. 4), to the same: 'Legite vero has eaadem litteras 
et collegis meis, si qui aut praesentes fuerint aut supervenerint.' 

(iv) Mp. Iv. 4 (626. 4), to Antonianus: 'In epistula mea quae extat' (ref. 
to Bp. xix) ; ib. § 5 (627. 10) : ' Quae litterae per totum muudum missae sunt 
et in notitiam ecclesiis omnibus et universis fratribus perlatae sunt ' (referring 
to Ep. XXX. from the Roman clergy) ; ib. § 6 (628. i) : 'Secundum quod libello 
continetur, quern ad te pervenisse confide, ubi singulorum plaoitorum capita 
conscripta sunt' (referring to the lost Acts of the African council). 

(v) Ep. Ixxi. I (771. 5), to Quintus : 'De qua re quid nuper in eonoilio 
plurimi coepiscopi cum conpresbyteris qui aderant eensuerimus ut soires, 
eiusdem epistolae exemplum tibi misi ' (referring to Ep. Ixx) ; cf. Ep. Ixxiii. 
(778. 18), to Jubaianus : * Exemplum earundem litterarum tibi misi, quid in 
ooncilio cum conplures adessemus decreverimus, quid item postea Quinto 
coUegae nostro de eadem re quaereuti resoripserim ' (ref. to Epp. Ixx, Ixxi). 

(vi) Ep. Ixxiv. I (799. 6), to Pompeius : ' Quanquam plena ea quae de 
heretiois baptizandis dicenda sunt oomplexi sinius in epistolis quarum ad te 
exempla transmisimus, frater carissime, tamen quia desiderasti in notitiam 
tuam perferri quid mihi ad litteras nostras Stephanus frater noster rescripserit, 
misi tibi resoripti eius exemplum ; ' from which we see that the answers to 
Cyprian's letters would not necessarily circulate with his. 

Antonianus, Quintus, Jubaianus and Pompeius were all African bishops. 

Note that the one letter from Rome {Ep. 30) mentioned in the Cheltenham 
list is j ust that one of which St. Cyprian, writing to Antonianus, speaks as 
having circulated throughout ' all the churches.' 

y 2 



324 The Cheltenham List of the Canonical Books, 

this could not be systematically carried out with respect to the 
earlier Epistles, written during persecution, and in his absence 
from Karthage (some of them too being of only local or momentary 
interest), it is not unlikely that the authoritative documents in 
the later controversies were officially circulated throughout the 
African episcopate. It is worth noting that in T, the only one 
of the older MSS. which contains the whole or nearly the whole 
of the correspondence as we have it now, the connected Epistles 
15-19 occur together, and are immediately followed by the two 
Epistles (26, 25) in which Cyprian speaks of the circulation of this 
group of five in Africa. Africa then, the evidence would suggest, 
was the scene of the incorporation of Cyprian's letters and treatises 
into collections more or less extensive; and the conclusion is re- 
inforced when we remember that our earliest witness, the Chel- 
tenham List, is itself, as Dr. Sanday has amply shown on inde- 
pendent grounds, African in origin. 

Note on the Evidence or St. Adgustine in Eblation to Ep. 72 (the 
Kaethaginian Codnoil to Stephen). 

1. Augustine, de Baptismo contra Donatistas, lib. vi. c. 7 (ed. Bened. ix. p. 1 11 ; 
Eouth, Eell. Sacr. y. p. 210) : 'lam satis, quantum arbitror, non solum ad 
epistulam quam lubaiano soripsit, sed etiam ad illam quam ad Quintum 
dedit, et ad illam quam cum quibusdam collegia ad quosdam collegas, et ad 
illam quam ad Pompeium, quantum potuimus . , . libris superioribua 
disputavimus.' 

St. Augustine had then examined successively lEpp. 73, 71, 70, 74; he 
then discusses one by one the Sententiae Episcoporum ; Ep. 69, tliough 
mentioned more cursorily, has both its two parts represented by quotation 
or allusion. But oi Ep. 72 we hear nothing. 

2. Id. ib. lib. vi. c. 15 (ix. p. 171 ; Routh, p. 222) : — 

' Crescens a Cirta dixit ; In tanlo coetti sanctisdmorum consacerdotum 
lectis liiteris Cypriani dilectiasimi nostri ad lubaianuvi^ itemque ad Ste- 
phanum . . . sed aliquis forsitan quaerat, quid de hac re beati Cypriani 
epistola ad Stephanum dixerit, cuius in hac sententia commemoratio facta 
est, cum in exordio concilii non sit commemorata, credo quia non putatum 
est neoessarium. nam et ipsam in isto coetu consacerdotum lectam e^se 
dixit : quod factum omnino non dubito, quantum arbitror, ut fieri solet, quo 
possent iam congregati episcopi etiam de ilia caussa simul aliquid oognoscere, 
quae ilia epistola continetur. nam prorsus ad quaestionem praesentem non 
pertinet ; et magis miror cur eam iste commemorare voluerit, quam cur in 
exordio concilii commemoratio eius praetermissa sit. quod si quisquam 
arbitratur me aliquid noluisse in medium proferre quod in ea positum est 
piaeaenti caussae neoessarium, legat eum et sciat verum esse quod dico ; aut 
si aliud invenerit, redarguat. prorsus enim ilia epistola de baptismo apud 
haereticos vel sohismaticos dato, unde nunc agimus, nihil habet.' 

St. Augustine is astonished to find that this Bishop emphasized a letter 
from Stephen which had nothing whatever to do with the controversy. He 
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does not deny that there waa a letter to Stephen, or that it was read at the 
Council ; nay, he asserts its existence, but asserts at the same time that it 
dealt with totally different questions. In other words, while our editions 
give us two letters from Cyprian to Stephen, one of which (^. 72) is 
primarily concerned with Eebaptism, while the second {Ep. 68) has nothing 
to do with it, it is clear that St, Augustine knew only one of the two, and 
that not the one on Kebaptism. 
This evidence, taken in connection with the known nearness of relation in 
time and place between the Cheltenham list and St. Augustine, waiTants I 
think the conclusion that the identification of the ad Stephanum of the list 
with Ep. 72, not being supported either by parallels in L and /i, or by 
exactness of stichometry, must be considered doubtful. 

[Note. — While speaking of Cyprianic criticism it may not perhaps be out of place 
to subjoin a short account of a MS. of Cyprian, not mentioned in Hartel, 
from the Biblioteca Comunale at Siena (F. V. 14 : saeo. xiv ex. or xv in. 
according to the printed catalogue), which the writer noticed and inspected in 
March of the last year (1890). The order of writings contained in this 
MS. which may be called s is as follows, adopting the notation of Hartel : — 
I. X. IX. de premio martyrwm (I fancy from my notes that this must mean 
the latter part of the previous treatise IX. ad Fortunatum de exhortatione 
martyrii), E-pp. 37. 38. 10. V. VU. VIII. XI. XII. XIII. IV. VI. Epp. 30. 
60. 57- 69- 63- 55- 6. 28. 11. 39. 58. 76. 73. 71. 70. Sent. Epp. 74. 40. 49. 
52. 47. 45. 44. 51. 13. 43. 65. I. 61. 46. 66. 54. 69. 69 I. 67. 64. 2. 32. 20. 12. 
78. 79. 77. 31. 70. 7. s- 14- 4- 56. 3- 72- 50- 68. 53. 16. 15. 17. 18. 19. 26. 25. 
9. 29. II. de singalaritate clericorum,de montibm Sina et Sion, Ep. 48. Ill 
(only the introductory letter to Quirinus). 

The parallels to this order among Hartel's MSS. would seem to be, for the 
earlier part P (Hartel, p. xxx) o (p. xxxviii), for the central portion T 
(p. xxxix) and for the end p and i (p. Ivii), while r (p. xlvii) closes like our 
MS. with the introductory letter to Quirinus. AU these MSS. except P 
belong to the M Q T family, for which see the genealogy on p. xxxiv. 

A second MS. of Cyprian at Siena is numbered F. V. 13, and is of the xvth 
century. 



THE END. 
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